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ABSTRACT 
 
Connectors—likable people with abnormally high motive, ability, and opportunity to 
develop relationships with lots of different people from different backgrounds (Autrey, Jackson, 
Klevsky, and Drasgow 2015a)—can help their teams become more effective by enhancing the 
team processes which significantly impact team outcomes (Autrey, Bauer, Jackson, and Klevsky 
2015b).  Yet if connectors are a scarce resource, the most effective strategy for assigning them to 
teams in order to enhance team effectiveness depends on what happens when the connectors 
leave the team.  I hypothesize and find that connectors benefit teams with at least one member 
not predisposed to cooperate (“less cooperative teams”), and these organizational benefits remain 
after the connector is replaced by a non-connector.  I also find that teams with every member 
predisposed to cooperate (“more cooperative teams”) do not need a connector’s help as much.  
After the connector leaves, the organizational benefits more cooperative teams obtained from 
working with a connector revert back to average levels experienced by more cooperative teams.  
This pattern of results suggests that exposure to connectors may help less cooperative teams 
because of the cooperative social norms connectors create and leave behind, but may not help 
more cooperative teams because the benefit requires the connector’s presence.  These findings 
not only have practical implications for organizations with fluid teams, but also theoretical 
implications for the mechanisms underlying a previously documented connector effect.  
Specifically, these findings imply that while all teams can benefit from a connector’s presence, 
only less cooperative teams sustain that benefit via developing healthier social norms. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Managers use cultural controls to create and shape social norms and encourage mutual 
monitoring (i.e., peer enforcement of social norms) (Ouchi 1979; Loughry 2010; Merchant and 
Van der Stede 2012).  Cultural controls, like all types of management controls, are tools intended 
to raise the likelihood that employees will behave in ways that benefit the organization 
(Merchant and Van der Stede 2012).  When used proactively (reactively), management controls 
may have the ability to prevent (solve) problems.  Individuals known as “connectors” (defined 
below) may serve as proactive controls when organizations strategically assign them to newly 
formed teams in order to promote immediate team effectiveness right from the start (Autrey, 
Jackson, Klevsky, and Drasgow 2015a; Autrey, Bauer, Jackson, and Klevsky 2015b).  On the 
other hand, connectors may serve as reactive controls when organizations strategically assign 
them to existing, troubled teams to help those teams become more effective.  Due to these 
benefits, whether strategic assignment of connectors to teams is an effective cultural control is an 
important issue for organizations that rely on effective teams for performance (Cohen and Bailey 
1997; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, and Gilson 2008).  In this study, I investigate whether the 
strategic assignment of connectors to teams can serve as a cultural control. 
Connectors are individuals possessing particularly high levels of a compound trait 
composed of being other-oriented and helpful with the ability to create and shape relationships 
between others (Autrey et al. 2015a).  Prior research has shown that connectors can help their 
teams become more effective (Autrey et al. 2015a; Autrey et al. 2015b).  Because connectors are, 
by definition, a scarce resource and the number of teams that need help becoming more effective 
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may exceed the number of available connectors, a firm wishing to have a greater number of 
effective teams may wish to rotate connectors across teams.  However, it is currently unclear 
what happens when a connector leaves the team.  Do connector-induced benefits remain after the 
connector leaves or does the team lose the benefits of having a connector member?  Given the 
potential importance of understanding how organizations might most effectively allocate 
connectors across teams, this paper considers the “stickiness” of previously documented 
connector benefits. 
The persistence of the connector effect depends on whether connectors can change a 
team’s social norms.  I define social norms as the typical behavior expected of a member of a 
group (Fehr and Gächter 2000).  The expectation may prove so strong that violators may be 
punished (e.g., ostracized) by other group members (Fehr and Gächter 2000).  I argue that these 
social norms may impact the relationships between team members, which would in turn impact 
information sharing on the team.  Consequently, the team’s culture may depend on the social 
norms team members develop together and the social norms they bring with them to the team 
(Postmes et al. 2005).  This implies that a manager wishing to shape the team’s culture may be 
able to do so by influencing the team’s composition (e.g., assigning a connector to the team). 
I predict that the connector-induced benefits to the organization will be sustained after a 
connector leaves the team.  Prior research suggests that people tend to synchronize with 
connectors (Pentland and Heibeck 2008).  I define synchronization as an unconscious process 
that coordinates people’s behaviors (e.g., conversational turn-taking), so that interpersonal 
interactions are smoother (e.g., no speaking over each other and no long pauses) (Chartrand and 
Lakin 2013).  The synchronization process works as if the connector can pick up other people’s 
signals—even the subtle ones—and then send back appropriate responses to those people.  A 
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rapid exchange of clear signals could make interaction with the connector so well coordinated 
and smooth that those involved would find it easier to process what is going on and react.  Due to 
this ease in coordination, it comes as no surprise that synchronization primes feelings of 
belonging to a particular group (Lumsden et al. 2012), which in turn enhances retention (De 
Moura et al. 2009).  This process alone may explain the connector effect found in prior research 
(Autrey et al. 2015a; Autrey et al. 2015b).  However, synchronization also primes cooperation 
(Chartrand and Lakin 2013; De Cremer and Van Lange 2001).  The cooperative priming carries 
over into future tasks, and the resulting cooperative behavior could make cooperation a social 
norm on the team (Abbate et al. 2013; Postmes et al. 2005).  Thus, I propose that connectors on 
teams may help their teams develop cooperative social norms that ultimately produce and 
maintain organizational benefits (e.g., enhanced information sharing, retention, performance, 
etc.).  This implies that the connector’s presence on the team may become less necessary, from 
the perspective of maintaining these organizational benefits, once cooperative social norms are 
firmly established.  Thus, I expect that connectors benefit their former teams even after they 
leave.  
However, I also predict that teams with members not predisposed to cooperate (“less 
cooperative teams”) will experience a more positive change in organizational benefits after a 
connector leaves than teams composed solely of members predisposed to cooperate (“more 
cooperative teams”).1  Given that connectors are expected to benefit teams through their ability 
to facilitate cooperation, it stands to reason that some teams will benefit more than others from 
                                                          1 Although the purpose of my first hypothesis—to test which theoretical mechanism (synchronization alone or synchronization plus social norms) is responsible for the connector effect—is rather transparent, the purpose of my second hypothesis is more opaque.  My second hypothesis lets me identify a boundary condition for the theoretical mechanism identified in my first hypothesis.  This boundary condition has managerial implications pertaining to how the strategic assignment of connectors to teams may work as a proactive or reactive cultural control. 
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the inclusion of connector members.  Teams with members not predisposed to cooperate likely 
have difficulty developing the social norm of cooperation on their own, so having a connector on 
the team may help them develop this norm.  In contrast, teams with members already 
predisposed to cooperate are in less need of such help, so the inclusion of a connector on a more 
cooperative team may be less beneficial (Autrey et al. 2015a).  If the connector leaves the team 
midway through the project, one might expect the less cooperative teams to retain more 
organizational benefits from having worked with this person than more cooperative teams 
because cooperative social norms created by the connector will be more “salient” to less 
cooperative teams and remain even after “unconscious” synchronization with the connector 
ceases.   
To test my predictions I conducted a 2x2 between groups experiment where I 
manipulated prior interaction with a connector and measured the team’s predisposition to 
cooperate.  Participants were undergraduate business students identified via a pre-experimental 
survey as (1) connectors or non-connectors and (2) less cooperative or more cooperative and then 
randomly assigned to group sessions for the experiment.  Each group session consisted of pairs 
of groups because a key step in my experiment involves replacing one member from each group 
with a member from the other group in the pair after each group had a chance to perform group 
tasks.  At least one connector was randomly assigned to each pair of groups (when possible), 
while non-connectors were randomly assigned to all groups, such that each group had 3 – 6 
members.   Each group was asked to do the following: (a) work together to perform group tasks 
(i.e., create captions for images), (b) individually assess their experience in working with this 
initial group, (c) wait while one group member (i.e., a connector or a randomly selected non-
connector) was replaced, (d) perform additional group tasks, and (e) individually assess their 
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experience in working with this new group.  Independent variables were type of member who left 
(“connector” or “non-connector”) and type of team (“less cooperative” or “more cooperative”).  
The dependent variables capturing team processes were change in cooperative social norms, 
change in team experience, and change in turnover intentions.  These team process variables 
were based on team members’ Time 1 and Time 2 survey responses.  The dependent variables 
capturing team performance were change in team creativity performance and change in 
efficiency.  The former was based on Amazon Mechanical Turk workers’ ratings of each team’s 
captions, but the latter was based on the time it took each team to complete each caption. 
The results of my experiment support my predictions.  I find that connectors present at 
team formation enhance team processes on newly formed teams.  The benefits of a connector’s 
presence for a less cooperative team remain after the connector leaves the team.  This implies 
that when members of less cooperative teams synchronize with the connector, the connector 
creates and leaves behind cooperative social norms that help the team function better even 
without the connector present to direct and redirect the conversation.  However, I also find that 
the benefits a connector brings a more cooperative team go away after the connector leaves the 
team.  This result suggests that when members of more cooperative teams synchronize with the 
connector, they take the cooperation on their team for granted, which hurts them after the 
connector leaves.  One explanation is that the social norms are not changed and without the 
connector to synchronize with, team members exert less effort to maintain the high level of 
cooperation experienced when the connector was present. 
Meanwhile, a supplemental analysis suggests that connectors who join pre-existing teams 
can function as a reactive control.  I find that connectors who join less cooperative teams provide 
organizational benefits by enhancing cooperative social norms, but they have no impact on 
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cooperative social norms when they join more cooperative teams.  I also find that after a new 
team member replaces an old team member, the other team members on less (more) cooperative 
teams tend to report better (worse) team experiences and lower (higher) turnover intentions when 
a connector joined the team than when a non-connector did.  This pattern of results suggests that 
connectors who join pre-existing teams may help less cooperative teams repair their team 
processes, but may impair team processes on more cooperative teams in the short run. 
The current paper contributes to both theory and practice.  I contribute to the theory about 
how connectors serve as catalysts for high-performing teams (Autrey et al. 2015a; Autrey et al. 
2015b).  In this study, I distinguish between when connectors influence their teams via 
synchronization or synchronization plus social norms.  This enables me to contribute to the 
accounting literature about how people can serve as internal controls.  While this literature has 
previously focused on employee selection (Campbell 2012), mutual monitoring (Towry 2003), 
and the review process (Brazel, Agoglia, and Hatfield 2004), I extend this literature by focusing 
on employee allocation to teams.  Specifically, I study how strategic assignment of connectors to 
teams can let connectors function as proactive controls when they help build healthy team 
cultures or reactive controls when they change unhealthy team cultures. 
These theoretical contributions have practical implications for organizations where 
members join and leave the team at various points during the course of the project.  Namely, 
organizations that identify their connectors can strategically assign the connectors to teams based 
on the timing and characteristics of the project.  Because the connector effect is sticky for less 
cooperative teams, organizations can attempt to maximize the organizational benefits (including 
creativity) on the greatest number of teams by assigning connectors to rotate among the very 
teams who need them most.   
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Further details about this study can be found in the following chapters.  Chapter 2 
discusses the potential role of connectors in the organizational setting, Chapter 3 focuses on 
theory and hypothesis development, Chapter 4 describes the method used in this study, Chapter 5 
reports the results, and Chapter 6 concludes. 
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CHAPTER 2 
BACKGROUND 
 
Management Controls 
Motivated to raise the likelihood that employees will behave in ways that benefit the 
organization, managers use controls to exert influence over the organization’s results, actions, 
personnel, and culture (Merchant and Van der Stede 2012).  Merchant and Van der Stede (2012) 
argue that personnel and cultural controls have the potential for more wide-spread usage, lower 
cost, and fewer negative externalities than results and action controls.  Personnel controls rely on 
subtly encouraging employees to control themselves.  Meanwhile, cultural controls rely on subtly 
encouraging employees to control their peers.  These controls have the potential to make results 
and action controls less necessary.  Despite Merchant and Van der Stede’s argument, the existing 
accounting literature mostly focuses on results and action controls, but pays little attention to 
personnel and cultural controls (Berry et al., 2009).2  In this paper, I address the gap in the 
literature, proposing that strategic assignment of connectors to teams may be a useful cultural 
control. 
 
Connectors and the Benefits They Can Provide in the Organizational Setting 
Autrey et al. (2015a) define the connector as a person possessing particularly high levels 
of a compound trait composed of being other-oriented and helpful with the ability to create and 
shape relationships between others.  The connector has a special position in the social network 
                                                          2 In one of the few papers studying cultural controls, Chenhall et al. (2011) survey 100 Russian CEO’s to find that cooperative social norms fully mediate the relationship between social capital and innovation.  This finding suggests that an organization’s social capital can be a cultural control. 
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(i.e., web of interpersonal connections).  First, being “helpful” enables a connector to develop 
relationships with many people, some of whom do not know each other (Bolino et al. 2002, 
Zhang et al. 2009).  At times, the best way to help people is to “create and shape relationships” 
between them by introducing them and/or helping them get comfortable with each other.  
Second, because they are “other-oriented,” connectors build relationships with people out of a 
genuine interest in getting to know others.  Third, this internal motivation to build relationships 
could only be stable across situations if reinforced by the “ability” to successfully act on the 
motivation, which itself can only exist in people capable of influencing others and exhibiting 
socially desirable (and not socially aversive) traits.  The possession of socially desirable traits 
(i.e., positivity) simultaneously facilitates the connector’s ability to approach others and 
increases the likelihood that others will approach the connector (Barabási and Reka, 1999; 
Wilensky, 1999; Wilensky, 2005b).  Meanwhile, the lack of socially aversive traits decreases the 
likelihood that others will try to avoid the connector.  Thus, the connector is best modeled via a 
four-factor model consisting of (1) relationship-influencing, (2) other-oriented, (3) positivity, and 
(4) not socially aversive (Autrey et al. 2015a).  On its own, each of these factors represents a 
necessary, but not sufficient condition for being a connector.  Only possessing the combination 
of these factors can make someone a connector. 
Employees who are connectors may disproportionately benefit organizations that rely on 
teams.  First, connectors enhance team processes which have important outcomes.  For example, 
teams that include a connector have a better teamwork experience, and thereby lower turnover 
intentions, than teams that do not include a connector (Autrey et al. 2015b).  Second, connectors 
either enhance or do not impact a team’s creativity.  More precisely, less cooperative teams that 
include a connector exhibit higher team creativity performance than all other team types, but 
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team creativity performance does not differ between more cooperative teams that include a 
connector and any type of team that does not include a connector (Autrey et al. 2015a).  Thus, 
connectors benefit their organizations by making their teams function better at some tasks. 
An intervention that makes teams function better would be particularly valuable in an 
organizational setting where employees serve clients by engaging in knowledge work and 
exercising their professional judgment.  Key features of this setting include the following.  First, 
projects are complex tasks that require individual employees to collaborate with the other 
members of their teams, so the team environment may impact individual employee’s team 
experience.  Second, each team has some members joining and leaving the team at various times 
during the course of the project.3   
The first feature of this setting suggests that connectors have the potential to provide 
organizational benefits to the organization via their presence on teams.  Theory suggests that 
connectors may enhance collaboration between others because those who interact with 
connectors tend to synchronize with them (Pentland and Heibeck 2008).  In turn, those who 
synchronize with connectors may be unconsciously primed to behave more cooperatively 
(Pentland and Heibeck 2008; Chartrand and Lakin 2013).  Prior research has associated 
cooperative priming with organizational benefits, such as improved team performance (De Dreu 
et al. 2008), information sharing (Boster et al. 2011), team learning (Decuyper et al. 2010), and 
cooperative social norms (Postmes et al. 2005).  These benefits may improve team members’ 
experience working together, which in turn could lower turnover intentions on the team (Autrey 
et al. 2015b).  Decreased turnover intentions would give the organization a greater pool of 
                                                          3 Prior literature refers to teams with this constant change in team membership as fluid teams (Dineen and Noe 2003). 
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candidates to select from when picking and choosing whom to retain and promote to higher 
positions. 
However, the duration of these organizational benefits in this setting may vary due to the 
second feature, fluid teams.  Because members join and leave teams at various times during 
projects, the stickiness of the connector benefits matters in this setting.  If connector benefits are 
not sticky, then only the teams which currently include a connector will experience the related 
organizational benefits, and these organizational benefits will disappear when the connector 
leaves the team.  On the other hand, if the connector effect is sticky, then connectors who join a 
team may leave behind organizational benefits when they leave the team, giving organizations 
greater flexibility in strategically deploying connectors.   
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CHAPTER 3 
THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
 
Although prior research demonstrates that the inclusion of a connector on a team 
provides benefits to the team (and ultimately the organization) beyond the connector’s direct 
effect on team performance (Autrey et al. 2015a; Autrey et al. 2015b), we do not know whether 
the fluid team setting constrains or magnifies the connector effect.  This knowledge gap is 
important because fluid teams are a key feature in multiple organizational settings.  How much 
an organization may benefit from strategic assignment of connectors to teams depends on what 
underlies the connector effect, as the underlying mechanism could determine the stickiness of the 
connector effect. 
 
Understanding What Underlies the Connector Effect 
While organizational benefits may result from synchronization with the connector, they 
may also result from synchronization plus cooperative social norms.  If the former explanation is 
correct, then the connector effect should not be sticky.  However, if the latter explanation is 
correct, then the connector effect should be sticky, and thus organizational benefits would remain 
after a connector leaves the team.  In this paper, I distinguish between these two competing 
explanations by studying what happens when a current team member is replaced by a new team 
member.  Specifically, I investigate what happens to connector-induced team benefits when 
connectors leave their old teams. 
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Competing Explanations: Synchronization Only versus Synchronization + Social Norms 
 Synchronization is an unconscious coordinating mechanism that helps people better 
understand their interaction partners (Chartrand and Lakin 2013).  For example, two people 
having a conversation experience synchronization when they adjust their conversational turn-
taking styles such that one person starts speaking almost immediately after the other finishes, but 
there are no awkward pauses or instances of them talking over each other.  People engaged in 
conversations with such smooth transitions tend to like their conversation partners and feel close 
to them (Chartrand and Lakin 2013).  Because synchronization makes it easier for people to 
understand each other, and this processing ease produces positive affect towards and feelings of 
closeness to the other person (Winkielman et al. 2003; Alter and Oppenheimer 2008; Hove and 
Risen 2009; Chartrand and Lakin 2013), synchronization can be thought of as a driver of 
interpersonal processing fluency. 
The process of synchronization plays a key role in the connector effect.  The presence of 
connectors on teams enables their team members to better collaborate.  For example, team 
creativity performance increases due to the inclusion of connectors on teams composed of more 
people who prefer to work alone (Autrey et al. 2015a).  The theory of connectors suggests that 
these loners synchronize with the connectors who emerge as informal leaders (Pentland and 
Heibeck 2008).  Based on this theory, such teams exhibit more equal conversational turn-
taking—most of it flowing through the connector (Pentland 2010; Pentland and Heibeck 2008)—
so they have higher team collective intelligence, allowing the team to perform many different 
tasks well (Woolley et al. 2010).  Furthermore, because synchronization produces better working 
relationships between the people involved (Lumsden et al. 2012), connectors improve the team 
experience for individual team members (Autrey et al. 2015b).  The resulting pleasant working 
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experience provides team members with reason to want to stay on the team for future tasks, so 
synchronization with connectors also promotes employee retention (Autrey et al. 2015b).  Thus, 
synchronization alone is enough to explain how connectors benefit their teams.   
On the other hand, the connector effect might also be explained by a combination of 
synchronization and social norms.  According to this explanation, when connectors direct and 
redirect the conversation within their team (Pentland and Heibeck, 2008), they shape how team 
members interact with each other, which can in turn shape social norms (Postmes et al. 2005).  
Meanwhile, synchronization with the connector primes cooperation among their team members 
(Chartrand and Lakin 2013; De Cremer and Van Lange 2001; Abbate et al. 2013).  The 
connector’s effect on social norms and cooperation would combine to produce cooperative social 
norms that impact future team member interactions (Postmes et al. 2005).  When teams that 
include connectors have more positive interactions, individual team members may have a better 
team experience (Autrey et al. 2015b).  Consequently, they may prefer to remain on their teams 
for future tasks, so the social norms connectors create may enhance retention on the connectors’ 
teams (Autrey et al. 2015b). 
 
The Stickiness of the Connector Effect 
Unfortunately, if synchronization is the sole explanation for the organizational benefits 
associated with connectors, then these benefits will go with the connectors when they leave their 
teams.  Under this explanation, the best way to manage connectors would be to assign them to 
the teams that need them most and keep them on those teams from the start to finish of the 
project.  Therefore, the benefits to be obtained from strategic assignment of connectors to teams 
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would be constrained by the number of available connectors as well as the duration, timing, and 
number of projects performed by troubled teams. 
On the other hand, if synchronization plus social norms is the explanation for the 
organizational benefits that connectors bring to their teams, then these benefits can remain when 
connectors leave their teams.  Under this explanation, the best way to manage connectors might 
be to rotate them across the teams that need them.  In this case, duration would be less of a 
constraint. 
While either explanation for the connector effect is possible, I predict the latter.  Because 
communication and action create social norms (Postmes et al. 2005), and connectors play a key 
role in the team’s communication, I argue that it is unlikely that no social norms are formed.  
Furthermore, prior archival research suggests that highly helpful scientists, whom Autrey et al. 
(2015a) speculate may be connectors in the scientific community, set cooperative social norms 
on their teams of collaborators, and these cooperative social norms remain even after the highly 
helpful scientists die (Samila et al. 2015). Thus, I expect the benefits that the connector 
established on the team to persist when the connector is no longer a team member.  This leads to 
my first hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 1 (H1):  When a connector is replaced by a non-connector on a team, 
the connector-induced team benefits will continue. 
Nevertheless, the extent to which synchronization alone or synchronization plus social 
norms underlie the connector effect may vary given differences in team composition.  These 
differences may make some teams more susceptible to the connector’s influence than others 
(Autrey et al. 2015a).  More precisely, cooperative social norms may emerge naturally on some 
teams, whether or not they include a connector, while other teams may actually need the 
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connector’s help to develop cooperative social norms.  For example, one might expect teams 
where all members have a cooperative predisposition to naturally exhibit greater cooperation 
than teams with even one member not predisposed to cooperate.  Consequently, less cooperative 
teams may need more help to develop cooperative social norms than more cooperative teams.   
However, I contend that once this social norm of contributing to the conversation has 
been established, team members will follow the social norm and continue to contribute even after 
the connector leaves the less cooperative team.  While one might suspect that without the 
connector present to maintain cooperative social norms the less cooperative team will revert back 
to its predisposed less cooperative behavior, I argue that less cooperative teams will maintain the 
cooperative social norms the connector developed because the benefits of maintaining 
cooperation will outweigh the costs (Etzioni 2000).  Less cooperative teams who are likely 
pleasantly surprised to experience the benefits of cooperation after working with a connector 
may find the cooperative social norms unusual enough to notice (Gottlieb et al., 2013; Itti and 
Baldi, 2009; Meyer et al., 1997; Erber and Fiske, 1984).  Thus, the cooperative social norms 
created by the connector on less cooperative teams should be more salient than the naturally 
occurring cooperative social norms on more cooperative teams, so they may have a bigger 
impact on organizational benefits (Tayler and Bloomfield 2011; Emett et al. 2014) because the 
increased salience may arouse non-connector teams to exert greater effort to maintain 
cooperation on the team (Eysenck, 1982).  This leads to my second hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 2 (H2):  When a connector is replaced by a non-connector on a team, 
the continuance of organizational benefits will occur to a greater extent for less 
cooperative teams than more cooperative teams. 
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CHAPTER 4 
METHOD 
 
Participants 
 The tasks performed by participants in this study do not require specialized knowledge, 
so I used undergraduate accounting students at a large university as participants.  The 
demographic information that follows relates to all individuals and groups that participated in the 
study.  The 596 participating individuals were comprised of 50% females and 64% US natives 
(i.e., people who grew up in the United States).  They belonged to 172 teams consisting of 3.6 
members on average.4  Participants were compensated for their participation with extra credit in 
an accounting class. 
 
Procedures 
Participants received a link to an online survey on Qualtrics.  This survey included 
questions from the Connector Scale (Autrey et al. 2015a), Individualism/Collectivism Scale 
(Wagner 1995), and Susceptibility to Positive and Negative Influence Scale (Doherty 1997) as 
well as questions about demographic information (e.g., gender and US native) and availability 
for group sessions.  A few days later, I used the Connector Scale to identify connectors (see the 
Independent Variables section below for details).  Then based on each participant’s availability 
and connector status, I randomly assigned each participant to one group activity session making 
sure to distribute connectors evenly across sessions.  Afterwards, I emailed participants telling 
them when and where to show up for their group activity session.   
                                                          4 The 3.6 group size is based on averaging the group size of every individual-level observation; however, averaging the group size of every group-level observation results in a group size of 3.5. 
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Group activity sessions (about 30 minutes each) were conducted over the course of six 
days.  When participants arrived at their group session, participants were given a study 
identification number.  Some non-connector participants were randomly selected to stay in the 
same group (“non-rotating”) for both group tasks.  Connectors and other randomly selected non-
connector participants were pre-assigned to switch groups (“rotating”) after completing the Time 
1 survey.  After all the participants arrived for a given session, they were randomly allocated 
across either two, four, or six teams, with each team made up of 3 – 6 members.5  The number of 
teams in each session depended on the number of available participants, empty team rooms, and 
available proctors.6  
After teams were assigned, their proctors took them to their team rooms.  Each team had 
its own team room.  Each team room was identically set up with a table, chairs, pencils, index 
cards, an eraser, a notepad, and Time 1 instructions.  The proctors instructed each team to fill out 
and hand in their consent forms and sign-in sheets and read the Time 1 instructions (see 
Appendix A).  For Time 1, the instructions asked each team to request an image from the 
proctor, write one caption for the image on an index card, submit the caption and the image to 
the proctor, and repeat this process two more times.  Once the team had completed its three 
captions—each for a different image—team members were given individual surveys about their 
team experience to complete. When both teams in the pair had turned in all the individual Time 1 
                                                          5 Despite these procedures, a few out of scope groups resulted.  The out of scope observations included (1) a pair of groups where one team had 2 members, (2) 16 groups where a connector was a non-rotating member, and (3) a pair of groups where one connector replaced another.  These observations were excluded from all analyses.  However, in my “FULLER” Supplemental Analysis, I did not drop the 16 groups where a connector was a non-rotating member from my data analysis during sample selection, but instead statistically controlled for the impact of having a connector stay in the group the whole time, and I found that the results of my hypothesis tests did not change. 6 Over the course of this study, I had fourteen proctors (including myself) run pairs of teams through group activity sessions.  During the first day of sessions, the proctors were trained on how to run sessions.  Although differences in proctor style may have added noise to the measures used in this study, the results of the hypothesis tests do not change when proctor and day effects are controlled. 
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surveys, the proctor had the rotating members switch teams.  The newly constituted teams then 
received new sign-in sheets to complete and the Time 2 instructions (see Appendix B).  For Time 
2, the instructions asked each team to complete 3 more captions.7  After the team performed its 
Time 2 tasks, the team members who stayed on the team (switched teams) received the stay 
(switch) version of the individual Time 2 survey.  Once individual team members handed in their 
Time 2 surveys to the proctor, they were free to go. 
 
Sample Selection 
I collected 596 individual-level (172 group-level) observations during the course of this 
experiment.  These observations represented conditions where a (1) non-connector replaced a 
non-connector, (2) non-connector replaced a connector, (3) connector replaced a non-connector, 
or (4) connector replaced a connector.  Furthermore, each of these conditions (except when a 
connector replaced a connector) had some instances where another connector stayed on the team 
the whole time.  See Table 1 for a detailed breakdown of how many observations were in each 
condition. 
 Because some of the conditions for which I collected data have the potential to add noise 
to my analysis due to potential interactions with my variables of interest, I removed the out of 
scope observations from my individual-level and group-level samples.  I also removed 
observations that were missing data needed for the Time 1 Analysis.  This left me with 509 
individual-level (145 group-level) observations available for analysis [hereinafter known as the 
“Time 1 Analysis (ALL)” Samples].  I further refined the individual-level sample by removing 
the team members who switched teams to create the “Time 1 Analysis (STAY)” Sample.  Then I 
                                                          7 Each group received the same 6 images in the same order, so the task was the same across cells. 
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removed observations that were missing data needed for the Time 2 Analysis.  This left me with 
368 individual-level (140 group-level) observations available for analysis [hereinafter known as 
the “Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)” Samples].  I further refined these samples by removing either 
observations related to conditions where a connector replaced a non-connector (non-connector 
replaced a connector) to create the “Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)” Samples [“Time 2 Analysis 
(ARRIVE)” Samples].  See Panel A of Table 2 for more details about my sample selection.  
Panel B (C) of Table 2 provides a description of the individuals (groups) in each of these 
Samples. 
 
Independent Variables 
In this study, I performed a 2x2 between groups experiment where I manipulated groups’ 
exposure to a connector and measured the group members’ predisposition to cooperate.  The 
measures were obtained at the individual level and then aggregated for the group level of 
analysis.8 
 
Measuring Connector Groups9 
To create the first measure, I used the Autrey et al. (2015a) instrument and followed their 
approach for creating a composite connector score.10  As Autrey et al. (2015a) validated out of 
                                                          8 See Table 3 for list of variable definitions and measures. 9 See Table 4 for the individual and group level distributions of Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative.  The distributions in Table 4 relate to individuals and groups used in my main analysis of what happens when a connector or non-connector is replaced by a non-connector on a team as well as my supplemental analysis of what happens when a non-connector is replaced by a connector or non-connector. 10 Autrey et al. (2015a) obtained the coefficients needed to compute the Composite Connector score in their Appendix S1 by regressing total social capital (i.e., the sum of bonding and bridging social capital scales from Williams [2006]) on positive affect, non-negative affect, agreeableness, openness to experience, emotional stability, non-individual self-aspect, political skill, self-monitoring, and connectivity.  Note: Williams [2006] define bonding (bridging) social capital as an intangible asset that arises from knowing many different people who also know (do not know) each other. 
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sample that their method of computing the Composite Connector Score captures the construct of 
interest, I use the Autrey et al. (2015a) methodology to compute the Composite Connector Score 
in my study. 
First, I obtained participants’ responses to the 31 question Connector Scale from Autrey 
et al. (2015a) (see Appendix C).  Following Autrey et al. (2015a), I summed up the responses 
related to each underlying construct to obtain the following variables: Positive Affect, Lack of 
Negative Affect, Agreeableness, Open to Experience, Emotional Stability, Lack of Individual 
Identity, Political Skill, Self-Monitoring, and Connectivity.  Using these variables and the 
coefficients from Autrey et al. (2015a), I computed each participant’s Composite Connector 
score based on the following formula.11 
ܥ݋݉݌݋ݏ݅ݐ݁ ܥ݋݊݊݁ܿݐ݋ݎ ܵܿ݋ݎ݁ = 40.07 + 1.18 ܲ݋ݏ݅ݐ݅ݒ݁ ܣ݂݂݁ܿݐ 
+0.71 ܮܽܿ݇ ݋݂ ܰ݁݃ܽݐ݅ݒ݁ ܣ݂݂݁ܿݐ + 0.57 ܣ݃ݎܾ݈݁݁ܽ݁݊݁ݏݏ 
+0.47 ܱ݌݁݊ ܶ݋ ܧݔ݌݁ݎ݅݁݊ܿ݁ + 0.48 ܧ݉݋ݐ݅݋݈݊ܽ ܵݐܾ݈ܽ݅݅ݐݕ 
+1.52 ܮܽܿ݇ ݋݂ ܫ݊݀݅ݒ݅݀ݑ݈ܽ ܫ݀݁݊ݐ݅ݐݕ + 1.67 ܲ݋݈݅ݐ݈݅ܿܽ ݈݈ܵ݇݅ − 0.85 ݈݂ܵ݁-ܯ݋݊݅ݐ݋ݎ݅݊݃ 
+0.30 ܥ݋݊݊݁ܿݐ݅ݒ݅ݐݕ   
Each participant with a Composite Connector score greater than 80.5 was classified as a 
connector, and the rest were classified as non-connectors.12   
                                                          11 Autrey et al. (2015a) develop two alternative connector measures, one absolute and one relative.  In this study, I chose to use the absolute measure instead of the relative measure because practitioners would find the absolute measure easier to use. 12 Autrey et al. (2015a) found that 94% of people identified as connectors based on Composite Connector scores greater than or equal to 80.5 were also identified as connectors based on Factor Connector scores in the top 10%.  I chose the 80.5 cut-off because the next best cutoff of 80 only had a 79% match between the composite-identified connectors and factor-identified connectors.  Both of the cut-offs used in Autrey et al. (2015a) are reasonable because connectors are theorized to sit on the right-hand tail of a power law distribution, so they should be more than one standard deviation from the mean; however, restricting them to two standard deviations from the mean may severely limit sample size and our ability to study the connector effect using experiments. 
22  
Each connector worked in one group for Time 1 and another group for Time 2 of the 
study.  At time 1, Current Connector Influence = 1 (0) means that the group had a (no) connector 
for Time 1 of the study, so Current Connector Influence identifies the connector groups.  At time 
2, however, Prior Connector Influence = 1 (0) means that the group had a (no) connector for 
Time 1, but (and) had no connector for Time 2 of the study, so Prior Connector Influence 
identifies non-connector groups subject to residual connector influence.  Meanwhile, at Time 2, 
Current Connector Influence = 1 (0) means that the group had no connector for Time 1 of the 
study, but (and) had a (no) connector for Time 2 of the study.13   
 
Less Cooperative vs. More Cooperative Teams9 
To create the second measure, I obtained participants’ responses to five questions from 
the Relational, Individual, and Collective (“RIC”) self-aspects Scale (Kashima & Hardie, 2000), 
a component of the Connector Scale, to identify participants predisposed to cooperate.  I 
classified a participant as predisposed to cooperate if a majority of his responses (i.e., 3 or more) 
did not indicate an individual identity (i.e., indicated a relational or collective identity).  I 
classified a group as more cooperative if 100% of its non-rotating members14 were predisposed 
to cooperate (i.e. the transitory member’s predisposition to cooperate is not considered when 
classifying the team as more cooperative or less cooperative); otherwise, I classified the group as 
less cooperative.   
                                                          13 For the purposes of the main analysis, I use the Current Connector Influence and its interaction with Less Cooperative as controls in my regressions.  However, I interpret these effects separately in the “Supplemental Analysis: A Connector Joins the Team” section of my Results. 14 I use members who stay instead of all members because I am interested in studying the stickiness of the benefits a connector brings to a team.  When a connector leaves the team, any social norms involved would remain with the people who stay. 
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I chose to require 100% of those who stay be predisposed to cooperation because just one 
less cooperative person on the team can be enough to violate conditional cooperators’ 
expectation of cooperation (Orbell and Dawes 1991), which should make them less likely to 
cooperate themselves (Fischbacher et al. 2001).  Since the vast majority of cooperators tend to be 
conditional cooperators rather than consistent cooperators (e.g., Abbink et al. 2012; Fischbacher 
et al. 2001; Weber and Murnighan 2008), one might expect even one expectation violation to 
strongly impact the team’s social norms.  Consequently, I argue that teams composed only of 
more cooperative members are more likely to develop and maintain cooperative social norms, 
but teams with even one less cooperative member are less likely to develop and maintain 
cooperative social norms. 
In creating the more cooperative versus less cooperative teams dichotomy, my goal was 
for less cooperative teams to represent the typical team because the odds of at least one person 
predisposed to not cooperate on a team are higher than the odds of everyone being predisposed to 
cooperate.15  A team’s classification as more cooperative or less cooperative is reflected in the 
dummy variable, Less Cooperative, which is set to 1 for less cooperative groups, and 0 
otherwise.  When Less Cooperative = 1 (0), the group in question consists of at least one person 
(no people) less likely to naturally cooperate with others. 
 
                                                          15 Although different studies in the experimental economics literature (e.g., Au and Kwong 2004, Abbink et al. 2012) provide different breakouts between more cooperative and less cooperative people, the typical breakout resembles a 50%-50% split.  When people are randomly assigned to teams, it would be reasonable to expect a 25%-75% split between more cooperative teams (i.e., 100% more cooperative members) and less cooperative teams (i.e., not 100% more cooperative members) composed of two permanent team members and one transitory member, where the transitory member’s predisposition to cooperate is not considered when classifying the team as more cooperative or less cooperative.  Since teams usually consist of more than 3 people, the probability of a randomly selected team being more cooperative is less than 25%, so the less cooperative team would better represent a typical team. 
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Primary Dependent Variables 
The dependent variables represent the stickiness of benefits to the team.  Such benefits 
have been documented in prior research and include an enhanced team experience with related 
lower turnover intentions (Autrey et al. 2015b), as well as enhanced team creativity performance 
(Autrey et al. 2015a).  However, the documented benefits may not be exhaustive.  For example, 
prior research has neither investigated whether and how connectors impact team efficiency, nor 
whether and how connectors impact cooperative social norms.  Thus, I use cooperative social 
norms, team experience, turnover intentions, creativity performance, and efficiency to proxy for 
organizational benefits.   
If organizational benefits are sticky, then there should be no decrease in these measures 
between Time 1 and Time 2 of the study (i.e., after a connector has been replaced).  I therefore 
test my hypotheses using changes (instead of levels).  To capture changes in these proxies, I 
collect data from participants at time 1 and time 2.  More specifically, I create the first three 
proxies based on data collected in the individual Time 1 and Time 2 surveys.  The fourth (fifth) 
proxy is based on (the time needed to complete) the captions created by each team during Time 1 
and Time 2.  I next discuss how each proxy was created. 
 
Cooperative Social Norms (Individual Level) 
 The cooperative social norms measure used in this study comes from the Participative 
Safety Subscale of the Team Climate Inventory created by Anderson & West (1994), and 
updated by Kivimaki et al. (1997).16  To measure cooperative social norms, I first ask the eight 
                                                          16 According to Edmondson et al. (2004), the questions in the participative safety subscale capture psychological safety.  I define psychological safety as feeling comfortable enough in a group to speak one’s mind, especially when one’s ideas are controversial (Edmondson 1999).  Psychological safety would appear to be particularly important in 
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questions mentioned in panel A of Table 5A or 5B.17  These questions capture participants’ 
perceptions of information sharing, influence, and feelings of safety on the team.  The total of 
each participants’ Time 1 (2) responses to these questions becomes the Time 1 (2) Cooperative 
Social Norms variable.  For Time 1 (2) Cooperative Social Norms, Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.91 
(0.93)18, suggesting that the measure has high reliability. 
 
Team Experience (Individual Level) 
The team experience measure used in this study comes from Autrey et al. (2015b).  To 
measure team experience, I first ask the eight questions listed in panel B of Table 5A or 5B.  
These questions capture participants’ perceptions of the group’s performance, cooperation, and 
participation rate as well as their personal degree of fun, freedom of expression, and group 
identity.  Consistent with Autrey et al. (2015b), I create six observed variables (i.e., Perform, 
Cooperate, Participation Rate, Fun, Free Expression, and Overlap).  I then compute a team 
experience principal component score by performing a principal component analysis (PCA), with 
no rotation.  I perform the PCA separately for time 1 and time 2 responses to these questions.  At 
both time 1 and time 2, the PCA extracts only one principal component that passes the 
eigenvalue > 1 criterion (Kaiser, 1960).  The Time 1 (2) Team Experience Component has an 
eigenvalue of 2.72 (3.17) and explains 45.3% (52.9%) of the variance.19   
                                                          the organizational setting because higher psychological safety is associated with being more willing to raise issues to a supervisor’s attention (Edmondson & Lei 2014).     However, the actual questions making up this measure (see panel A of Table 5A or 5B) are descriptions of healthy patterns of social interaction (i.e., cooperative social norms) and their most proximate consequences.  Therefore, the psychological safety measure may serve as a rough proxy for cooperative social norms. 17 See Table 5A or 5B for the description (list) of questions used to capture cooperative social norms (team experience and turnover intentions) as well as the levels and change in each question’s mean and standard deviation. 18 Cronbach’s Alpha was computed using all 596 observations (595 observations without missing data) collected in the Time 1 (2) survey. 19 The Time 1 (2) Team Experience Component was computed using all 592 (593) observations without missing data at Time 1 (2). 
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Turnover Intentions (Individual Level) 
 The turnover intentions measure used in this study comes from Autrey et al. (2015b).  To 
measure turnover intentions, I ask participants, “If given the opportunity to complete an 
additional task, how much would you like to remain on the same group versus join a different 
group?”  Responses range from 1 = “Very much like to change groups” to 11 = “Very much like 
to remain in same group.”  Participants with lower turnover intentions have higher scores on 
desire to remain in the group.  For consistency with the other organizational benefit proxies, I 
choose this scoring for my analysis and refer to the variable as Remain because Remain has the 
same valance as the other organizational benefit proxies used in this study.  At Time 1 (2), this 
variable is referred to as Time 1 (2) Remain. 
 
Creativity Performance (Group Level) 
 The creativity performance measure used in this study was computed using the method 
introduced in Autrey et al. (2015a).  At Time 1 (2), each team created three captions, one for 
each image.  To facilitate evaluation of these captions, I created three versions of a caption rating 
survey in Qualtrics, with one version for images 1 and 4, another version for images 2 and 5, and 
the last version for images 3 and 6.  Then I recruited Amazon Mechanical Turks (“mTurks”) to 
evaluate the captions. 
The captions’ creativity was rated by 1,593 Amazon Mechanical Turks (“mTurks”), with 
27 – 60 mTurks per caption.  The mTurks were 34 years old on average, the youngest 18 and the 
oldest 78 years old.  Of these raters, 40% were female and 98% were U.S. natives.  For $1 in 
compensation, each mTurk rated 10 random captions per image for 2 images. 
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Raters taking the caption rating survey first saw an image with an exemplar caption.  
They evaluated this exemplar for creativity, cleverness, and funniness on an 11-point Likert 
scale.  Then they saw a new caption side-by-side with the exemplar caption, and were asked to 
rate the new caption relative to the exemplar on the aforementioned dimensions (see caption 
evaluation template in Appendix D) on an 11-point Likert Scale.  After raters compared 10 
random captions to the exemplar, they received a new image.  For the new image, raters repeated 
the process of first evaluating an exemplar and then rating 10 random new captions relative to 
the exemplar. 
In order to aggregate raters’ evaluations of a caption’s creativity, I first standardized 
(using z-scores) all ratings for a single image by a single rater.  Then I averaged these 
standardized ratings for each caption.  For Time 1 (2), I averaged the average caption 1 – 3 (4 – 
6) ratings for each group to create the Time 1 (2) Creativity measure. 
 
Efficiency (Group Level) 
 The efficiency measure used in this study was based on the number of minutes it took 
each team to complete each caption.  First, the time spent on captions 1 – 3 (4 – 6) was summed 
up to create T1 (T2) Minutes.  Because I define efficiency as completing the task as quickly as 
possible (i.e., minimizing the minutes spent on the task), and perfect efficiency (which is 
impossible in real life) would be achieved if the task were completed in 0 minutes, T1 (T2) 
Minutes was subtracted from 0 to create T1 (T2) Efficiency.  This transformation ensures that 
when T1 (T2) Efficiency is regressed on the independent variables and relevant controls, positive 
coefficients will signify that the variables in question increase efficiency.  This should ease 
reader interpretation of the efficiency analyses. 
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Controls 
At Time 1 and Time 2, I test for the connector effect on levels of team creativity 
performance in a manner consistent with Autrey et al. (2015a).  Thus, I control for the team’s 
percent of females (to isolate the effect of gender on the group’s ability to collaborate), percent 
of nonnatives (to isolate the effect of language and/or cultural disfluency that may hinder 
creativity on the caption task), average connector score (to isolate the effect of multiple “almost” 
connectors from the effect of a single “real” connector), average susceptibility to positive 
emotional contagion (to isolate the effect of those more predisposed to respond favorably to a 
connector), average creativity (to isolate specific ability to do the task well), average verbal 
ability (to isolate the general ability to do the task well), group size (to isolate how having more 
or fewer members can impact the group’s ability to collaborate), and total time spent on making 
captions (to isolate the effect of resources invested in the task from effectiveness in carrying out 
the task).  I also choose to control for the team’s average collectivism (to isolate the effect of 
preference for working in groups on the group’s ability to collaborate), which was one of the 
independent variables in Autrey et al. (2015a).  Meanwhile, for the Team Efficiency analyses, I 
control for percentage of non-natives (to isolate the effect of language and/or cultural disfluency 
that may slow the team down) and average susceptibility to positive emotional contagion (to 
isolate the effect of those more sensitive to positive emotions who may want to prolong the fun).  
Control variables for the group level analyses are described in more detail in panel C of Table 3. 
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Additional Control: Teams Change from More Cooperative to Less Cooperative and Vice 
Versa 
Although the test of my first hypothesis should not be impacted by whether groups are 
classified as More Cooperative or Less Cooperative, this classification should impact the test of 
my second hypothesis, that rotating connectors leave behind more positive social norms on Less 
Cooperative than More Cooperative teams.  A concern arising from my classification of groups 
as Less Cooperative based on 100% of non-rotating members is that my measure would produce 
a false positive (i.e., Type 1 error) because it would be unable to correctly assign responsibility 
for the change in organizational benefits when (1) Less Cooperative non-connectors who rotate 
onto teams composed of 100% More Cooperative non-rotating members may spoil the healthy 
social norms shaped by the connector or (2) More Cooperative non-connectors who rotate onto 
teams including at least one Less Cooperative non-rotating member may help maintain the 
healthy social norms shaped by the connector. 
I address this concern by creating a new control to both rule out this alternative 
explanation and reduce the noise in my analysis.  To capture change in the entire group’s 
predisposition to cooperate, I first created time 1 and time 2 dummies for the entire group’s 
predisposition to cooperate, such that a team is classified as more cooperative (dummy set to 1) 
at a particular time if 100% of its members (i.e., non-rotating and rotating) are more cooperative 
at that time, but is classified as less cooperative (dummy set to 0) otherwise.  Then I subtracted 
the time 1 dummy from the time 2 dummy to capture change in the entire group’s predisposition 
to cooperate.  I stored this value in the Δ Predisposition to Cooperate variable.  When the change 
is 1 (-1), a less cooperative team became more cooperative (more cooperative team became less 
cooperative).   
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CHAPTER 5 
RESULTS 
 
In this study, I investigate whether the connector effect is sticky after the connector 
leaves the team.  For my main analysis to be able to address this question, I need to first 
determine whether a connector effect is present while the connector is on the team at Time 1.   
 
Manipulation Check: Analysis of Connector Effect at Time 1 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive statistics for the team performance analyses are shown in Table 6A with 
means, standard deviations, and correlations provided for the “Time 1 Analysis (ALL)” sample.  
This information reveals that Current Connector Influence and Less Cooperative are independent 
of each other in the group level (r = -.04, p = n.s.) analyses.  Because of the random assignment 
used to assign participants to groups, the other statistically significant correlations involving 
individual or team characteristics represent either mechanical relationships (e.g., Current 
Connector Influence and Avg. Connector Score) or sample features (e.g., Female and 
NonNative).   
 
Team Processes 
Ex ante, I expected connector teams to self-report higher team processes effectiveness 
than non-connector teams (Autrey et al. 2015b) due to synchronization with the connector (i.e., 
positive Current Connector Influence main effect).  I regressed the Time 1 organizational 
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benefits proxies on Current Connector Influence, in order to confirm my baseline expectation 
that there is a connector effect at Time 1 for team processes.  Every Time 1 model in Table 7A 
shows a positive, statistically significant Current Connector Influence main effect at Time 1.20  
This pattern of findings replicates Autrey et al. (2015b) for T1 Team Experience and T1 Remain, 
and extends it for T1 Cooperative Social Norms.21   
 
Team Performance 
Following Autrey et al. (2015a), I also expected to see less cooperative connector teams 
demonstrating higher team creativity performance than more cooperative connector teams (i.e., 
positive Less Cooperative, given Current Connector Influence simple effect).  To confirm my 
baseline expectation that there is a connector effect at Time 1 for team performance, I regressed 
the Time 1 organizational benefits proxies on Current Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, 
Current Connector Influence x Less Cooperative and relevant controls.  I find that the Time 1 
model in Table 7C lacks a statistically significant Less Cooperative, given Current Connector 
Influence simple effect (B = -0.02, p = n.s.), so my result do not match my expectation.  
However, the Time 1 model has a marginally significant Current Connector Influence main 
effect (B = -0.11, p < 0.10), which suggests that, in fact, connector teams exhibit lower creativity 
than any other type of team. 
 
                                                          20 For robustness, I replicated this analysis in Table 7B using the “Time 1 Analysis (STAY)” sample.  The results did not change. 21 In untabulated analyses, I found no difference between the time 1 organizational benefits self-reported by members of more cooperative and less cooperative connector teams for the team processes (i.e., no Less Cooperative main effect and no Current Connector Influence x Less Cooperative interaction).  I also found a positive Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple effect (statistically significant for all team processes) and a positive Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative simple effect (marginally significant for T1 Team Experience and T1 Cooperative Social Norms, but statistically significant for T1 Remain).  This pattern of simple effects is consistent with the Current Connector Influence main effect found for all team processes at Time 1. 
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Summary 
In summary, the time 1 results suggest that connectors enhance the cooperative social 
norms and team experience of their team members, while lowering their turnover intentions.  
However, these organizational benefits appear to come at the cost of lower team creativity 
performance.  I further investigate this surprise finding and its implications in my supplemental 
analyses. 
 
Hypothesis Testing 
I hypothesized that connector teams should retain at least some of their connector-
induced benefits after the connector leaves the team (H1), and these benefits should remain to a 
greater extent for less cooperative teams than for more cooperative teams (H2).  I expected the 
Prior Connector Influence main effect to be not negative for H1 and the Less Cooperative given 
Prior Connector Influence simple effect to be positive for H2. 
To test my hypotheses, I regressed the Time 2 organizational benefits proxies on Time 1 
organizational benefits proxies, Prior Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, Prior Connector 
Influence x Less Cooperative, and relevant controls.22,23   
 
                                                          22 Vickers (2001) suggests that regressing a Time 2 dependent variable on its Time 1 counterpart and treatment effects is a more powerful test than regressing the Time 2 dependent variable on treatment effects, regressing the raw change between Time 1 and Time 2 on treatment effects, or regressing the percent change between Time 1 and Time 2 on treatment effects.  Therefore, I use the more powerful test in my analysis. 23 As a robustness check, I reran the hypothesis tests using the raw change in organizational benefits as my dependent variable.  My models for change in team experience, remain, creativity, and efficiency all failed the F-test of overall significance, thereby indicating that these models are no better than an intercept-only model.  Only the change in psychological safety model passed the F-test of overall significance.  The change in psychological safety model indicated no prior connector influence main effect (consistent with H1) and a statistically significant positive less cooperative, given prior connector influence simple effect (consistent with H2).  Meanwhile, the ill-fitting models also provided results consistent with H1 (except change in remain had a statistically significant negative prior connector influence main effect) and consistent with H2. 
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Team Processes 
For team processes (Table 8A), I find that none of the team processes has a statistically 
significant negative Prior Connector Influence main effect.  This provides support for H1.  I also 
find that all of the team processes have a statistically significant positive Less Cooperative, given 
Prior Connector Influence simple effect (although it is only marginally significant for  
Remain), providing support for H2.  I illustrate the hypotheses tests for H1 and H2 in Figures 1 
and 2, respectively. 
Furthermore, the statistically significant positive Less Cooperative main effect present for 
all team processes and the Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple effect, 
which is positive for all team processes and statistically significant for  Team Experience and  
 Cooperative Social Norms, suggest that Less Cooperative teams develop healthier team 
processes over time, but the improvement is greater for teams with than without Prior Connector 
Influence.  Meanwhile, the Prior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative simple effect, 
which is negative for all team processes and statistically significant for  Cooperative Social 
Norms and  Remain, suggest greater deterioration of team processes for More Cooperative 
teams with than without Prior Connector Influence. 
Overall, the pattern of results in Table 8A and Figure 2 suggests a disordinal interaction 
where less cooperative groups continue to benefit from previous exposure to a connector, but 
more cooperative groups lose those benefits after the connector leaves.  This latter pattern could 
be interpreted as suggesting that more cooperative teams synchronize with connectors, but less 
cooperative teams both synchronize with connectors and develop healthier social norms. 
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Team Performance 
For team creativity (Table 8B), I find no statistically significant negative Prior Connector 
Influence main effect.  This provides support for H1.  I also find a marginally significant positive 
Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence simple effect, providing support for H2.  I 
graphically illustrate the hypothesis testing for H1 (H2) in Panel D of Figure 1 (2). 
Furthermore, the statistically significant positive Less Cooperative main effect and the 
statistically significant positive Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple effect 
suggest that Less Cooperative teams become more creative over time, but the improvement is 
greater for teams with than without Prior Connector Influence.  Meanwhile, the lack of a Prior 
Connector Influence, given More Cooperative simple effect suggests no difference in the change 
in creativity between More Cooperative teams with or without Prior Connector Influence.  This 
pattern of results suggests that prior exposure to a connector improves team creativity 
performance on less cooperative teams after the connector leaves, but it has no effect on more 
cooperative teams. 
 
Confirming the Role of Cooperative Social Norms in the Stickiness Effect 
 Next, to better understand the relationships between the processes impacted by the 
connector and team performance outcomes, I performed a conditional process analysis.  Because 
prior archival research suggests that teams with cooperative social norms should have lower 
turnover and higher performance (Chandrasekaran and Mishra 2012; Edmondson and Lei 2014), 
I expect cooperative social norms to mediate the relationship between the prior connector 
influence and team outcomes.  Furthermore, consistent with my expectations, my main analysis 
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suggested that whether the team is less cooperative moderates the prior connector influence 
effect on (1) change in cooperative social norms, (2) change in turnover intentions, and  
(3) change in team creativity performance.  This implies that the model I want to test involves 
both mediation and moderation, so next I perform a conditional process analysis. 
I run this analysis on the “Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)” sample using the PROCESS 
macro (Hayes 2013).  Because this macro does not allow for hierarchical linear modeling, I 
cannot use any individual level measures in my analysis, so all variables used are aggregated at 
the group level.  In other words, I average each team’s individual level measures to create group 
level measures.  This is a conservative choice that not only lowers the statistical power of my 
test, but also eliminates my ability to control for group-specific effects using standard errors 
clustered by team.  In an effort to increase the power of my test, I control for group size because 
I would expect bigger teams to have greater difficulty developing healthy social norms than 
smaller teams; however, I would expect team size not to matter after healthy social norms have 
been developed. 
 
Team Processes 
I test whether change in cooperative social norms mediates the relationship between prior 
exposure to a connector and change in desire to remain on less cooperative vs. more cooperative 
teams.  Figure 3 shows that prior connector influence has a negative conditional indirect effect 
for more cooperative teams and a positive conditional indirect effect for less cooperative teams, 
but there is no evidence of any conditional direct effects.  This suggests that the change in 
cooperative social norms fully mediates the effect of prior connector influence on  
 Remain. 
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Team Performance 
I test whether change in cooperative social norms mediates the relationship between prior 
exposure to a connector and change in team creativity performance on less cooperative vs. more 
cooperative teams.24  Figure 4 shows that prior connector influence has a negative conditional 
indirect effect for more cooperative teams and a positive conditional indirect effect for less 
cooperative teams, but there is no evidence of any conditional direct effects.  This suggests that 
the change in cooperative social norms fully mediates the effect of prior connector influence on 
 Creativity.25 
 
Summary 
Both of these analyses provide evidence that creating healthy social norms is a process 
through which the connector influences team outcomes. 
 
Supplemental Analysis: Levels at Time 2 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive statistics for the team performance analyses are shown in Table 6B with 
means, standard deviations, and correlations provided for the “Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)” 
                                                          24 The PROCESS macro constrains users to either use the same controls in all of the model’s regressions or use controls in only one of the model’s regressions.  Consequently, the macro’s users decide whether to drop some controls from both regressions or include an unnecessary control in one regression in order to be able to include it in the other regression.  I faced this situation because (1) I needed to control for  Predisposition to Cooperate and Group Size in the  Cooperative Social Norms regression, and (2) I needed to control for T1 Creativity in the T2 Creativity regression.  I choose to include all three controls in both regressions although it comes at the cost of slightly lower power in the regression where  Cooperative Social Norms is my dependent variable. 25 I use the confidence intervals provided for the conditional direct effects, not their p-values, to determine whether conditional direct effects exist.  Consequently, although the less cooperative conditional direct effect has p < 0.10, I reject the existence of the less cooperative conditional direct effect because its confidence interval includes a 0. 
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sample.  This information reveals that Prior Connector Influence [Current Connector Influence] 
and Less Cooperative are independent of each other in the group level (r = -0.05, p = n.s.)  
[r = 0.05, p = n.s.] analyses.  Because of the random assignment used to assign participants to 
groups, the other statistically significant correlations involving individual or team characteristics 
represent either mechanical relationships (e.g., Current Connector Influence and Avg. Connector 
Score) or sample features (e.g., Female and NonNative).   
 
Team Processes 
The decrease in organizational benefits noted for the analysis of team processes for more 
cooperative connector teams may suggest that either (1) connectors make more cooperative 
teams worse off than if they had not interacted with the connector or (2) connectors help more 
cooperative teams when present, but these teams return to normal after the connector leaves.  In 
order to untangle these possibilities, I performed an analysis where I replicated all the Time 2 
analyses from Table 8A but did not control for each Time 1 team process.  These analyses 
reported in Table 9A consistently show that the decrease in organizational benefits noted for 
more cooperative connector teams in the change in team processes analyses was capturing 
reversion to the average level of organizational benefits enjoyed by more cooperative teams 
without prior exposure to a connector (i.e., lack of a significant Prior Connector Influence, given 
More Cooperative simple effect).  Meanwhile, less cooperative teams lacking prior exposure to a 
connector were never better off and were sometimes worse off than any other team types at time 
2, but less cooperative teams with prior exposure to a connector were better off than all other 
team types at time 2 (i.e., statistically significant positive Prior Connector Influence, given Less 
Cooperative simple effect and negative Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence simple 
38  
effect that is statistically significant for T2 Remain, marginally significant for T2 Team 
Experience, and not significant for T2 Cooperative Social Norms). 
 
Team Performance 
The lack of change in organizational benefits noted for the analysis of team performance 
for more cooperative connector teams may suggest that (1) more cooperative teams with prior 
exposure to a connector continued to exhibit lower team creativity performance at Time 2 or  
(2) more cooperative teams with prior exposure to a connector reverted back to the average level 
of team creativity performance enjoyed by more cooperative teams without prior exposure to a 
connector, but the change was too small to be picked up by the changes analysis.  In order to 
untangle these possibilities, I performed an analysis where I reran the T1 Creativity model from 
Table 7C for T2 Creativity.  However, this time I used the Time 2 version of the controls instead 
of the Time 1 version.26  This analysis reported in Table 9B suggests that more cooperative 
teams with prior exposure to a connector reverted back to the level of team creativity 
performance expected of the typical more cooperative teams (i.e., lack of a significant Prior 
Connector Influence, given More Cooperative simple effect).  Meanwhile, when the social norms 
connectors created on less cooperative teams gained enough momentum, they were sufficient to 
make the team’s creativity performance significantly better than that of any kind of non-
connector teams (i.e., statistically significant positive Prior Connector Influence, given Less 
                                                          26  In this main analysis, the controls were computed based on responses from all members on the team at Time 2.  However, I also performed an untabulated version of this analysis where I used controls computed based on responses only from non-rotating members.  Because this untabulated analysis had higher statistical power than the main analysis, it not only replicated the results reported in the main analysis, but also had a statistically significant Prior Connector Influence x Less Cooperative interaction and a marginally significant positive Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple effect.  Although I get stronger support for my story in this untabulated analysis, I chose to tabulate and report the main analysis because it is more conservative in terms of controlling for the effects of the aggregated individual differences of all Time 2 team members rather than just those who did not rotate. 
39  
Cooperative simple effect and no significant Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence 
simple effect). 
 
Supplemental Analysis: Support for the Momentum Story 
Because Autrey et al. (2015a) had a single half-hour period, while my study had two 
quarter-hour periods, my creativity results suggest that the social norms created by connectors 
need some time to gain momentum on less cooperative teams before the benefit of the connector 
effect on team performance can be realized.  However, it can be argued that my inability to 
replicate Autrey et al. (2015a) at Time 1 and my lack of a statistically significant Prior 
Connector Influence x Less Cooperative interaction at Time 2 suggest that the connector effect 
on team performance found in Autrey et al. (2015a) is not robust.  Next, to disentangle between 
these alternatives,27 I obtained some indirect evidence of the momentum story by analyzing what 
happens to team efficiency.28  See the T1 Efficiency,  Efficiency, and T2 Efficiency analyses in 
Tables 7C, 8B, and 9B, respectively.   
I find no Current Connector Influence main effect on the total number of minutes it takes 
to complete three captions at Time 1.  When analyzing the changes in efficiency from Time 1 to 
Time 2, I find a (1) marginally significant positive Prior Connector Influence main effect, which 
provides further support for H1 and (2) marginally significant positive Less Cooperative, given 
Prior Connector Influence simple effect, which provides further support for H2.  I graphically 
illustrate the hypothesis testing for H1 (H2) in Panel E of Figure 1 (2).  This pattern suggests that 
                                                          27 I obtain further evidence against the “not robust” argument in my “FULLER” Supplemental Analysis. 28 Ex ante it was not clear what would happen to team efficiency at Time 1 because teams tend to recognize efficiency gains in the performing stage of the team life cycle, and I was unsure if and when the average connector teams or less cooperative connector teams would go from forming to performing (Bonebright 2010) during Time 1 of the study.  However, I expected either a connector main effect or interaction during Time 2 of the study. 
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all teams with prior exposure to a connector experience efficiency gains.  I analyze whether the 
connector-induced increase in efficiency noted was large enough to make a significant difference 
in the Time 2 efficiency level on connector teams, and I find evidence suggesting that the change 
from Time 1 to Time 2 in efficiency on connector teams was large enough to make the level of 
Time 2 efficiency significantly higher for teams that had a connector at Time 1 than teams that 
did not have a connector (i.e., statistically significant positive Prior Connector Influence main 
effect), and Prior Connector Influence helped Less Cooperative teams experience greater 
efficiency than More Cooperative teams (i.e., statistically significant positive Less Cooperative, 
given Prior Connector Influence simple effect).   
Consequently, the analysis of how connectors impact team efficiency provides support 
for the idea that it may take some period of time for the connector effect to fully manifest. 
 
Supplemental Analysis: Conditional Process Analysis for Levels of Desire to Remain 
 
Time 1 
Although this paper focuses on studying the theoretical mechanisms that drive the 
connector effect through the lens of what happens when a connector rotates off a team, finding 
those same mechanisms at work while the connector is on the team serves as a robustness check.   
Thus, I perform a mediation analysis to test whether cooperative social norms mediate the 
relationship between current exposure to a connector and desire to remain on the team at Time 
1.29  Figure 5 shows that current connector influence has a positive indirect effect and no positive 
                                                          29 I report these Time 1 and Time 2 analyses on the desire to remain because this team outcome is more sensitive to changes in team culture, so I am able to better capture how the connector impacts the team using this measure.  I expect that given more time, the team creativity performance measure would respond similarly to the desire to remain measure. 
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direct effect on T1 Remain.  This suggests that cooperative social norms fully mediate the effect 
of current connector influence on T1 Remain.  The full mediation is consistent with the idea that 
connectors help newly formed teams develop healthy social norms, and these healthy social 
norms produce organizational benefits. 
 
Time 2 
Because connector teams had a positive indirect effect on the Time 1 desire to remain, 
and those that were less (more) cooperative experienced a positive (negative) indirect effect on 
their change in desire to remain, it is likely that less cooperative teams retained their positive 
indirect effect at Time 2, but it is possible that the more cooperative teams either retained their 
positive indirect effect or lost it.  While my prior analyses have investigated the level of the Time 
2 direct effect on more cooperative teams after a connector rotated off, I still need to untangle 
what happens to the Time 2 indirect effects.  Consequently, I perform a conditional process 
analysis to test whether cooperative social norms mediate the relationship between prior 
exposure to a connector and desire to remain on less cooperative vs. more cooperative teams at 
Time 2.  Figure 6 shows that prior connector influence has a positive conditional indirect effect 
and a positive direct effect for less cooperative teams, but there is no evidence of any conditional 
indirect effect or conditional direct effect for more cooperative teams.  This suggests that 
cooperative social norms partially mediate the effect of prior connector influence on T2 Remain.  
More precisely, less cooperative teams with prior exposure to a connector appear to have 
developed cooperative social norms that made them more effective even after the connector left.  
Meanwhile, more cooperative teams with prior exposure to a connector appear to have exhibited 
no such effects. 
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Supplemental Analysis: A Connector Joins the Team 
 The prior analysis focuses on what happens when a connector leaves the team, which has 
implications for the connector’s ability to serve as a proactive control.  Next, to gain insight into 
whether the connector can also serve as a reactive control, I analyze what happens when a 
connector joins the team.  In this case, the team has pre-existing social norms created by team 
members at time 1, and the connector that joins the team may or may not change the team’s 
social norms during time 2.   
I investigate the impact of having a connector rotate onto a team using the same dataset 
[“Time 2 Analysis (ALL) Sample”] and regressions with which I studied the impact of having a 
connector rotate off a team (see Tables 8A, 8B, 9A, and 9B).  In this new analysis, I consider the 
Prior Connector Influence and its interaction with Less Cooperative to be controls, while the 
main variables of interest are Current Connector Influence and its interaction with Less 
Cooperative.   
When I analyze changes in organizational benefits from Time 1 to Time 2 (Tables 8A 
and 8B), I find evidence suggesting that connectors rotating onto pre-existing teams can enhance 
some team processes on less cooperative teams, but have no effect on more cooperative teams 
(i.e., statistically significant positive Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative 
simple effect for Team Experience and Cooperative Social Norms, but no Current Connector 
Influence, given More Cooperative simple effect for any organizational benefit). 
When I analyze the level of organizational benefits at Time 2 (Tables 9A and 9B), I find 
evidence suggesting that connectors rotating onto pre-existing teams help their teams achieve 
higher levels of efficiency than non-connectors rotating onto pre-existing teams (i.e., positive 
statistically significant Current Connector Influence main effect for Efficiency).  I also find 
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evidence suggesting that more [less] cooperative teams may have worse [better] team processes 
after a connector rather than a non-connector joins the team (i.e., negative Current Connector 
Influence, given More Cooperative simple effect, statistically significant for Remain and 
marginally significant for Team Experience) [i.e., marginally significant positive Current 
Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple effect for Team Experience and Remain], 
and the better team processes would be noticeably better on less cooperative teams than more 
cooperative teams (i.e., marginally significant positive Less Cooperative, given Current 
Connector Influence simple effect for Team Experience and Remain).  In fact, my analysis (Panel 
E of Table 9A and Panels A – C of Figure 7) seems to suggest that less [more] cooperative teams 
where a connector rotated on for Time 2 have team process levels at Time 2 that converge with 
those for more [less] cooperative teams that had no exposure to a connector.  In other words, 
connectors that rotate onto pre-existing teams appear to repair (impair) team processes for less 
(more) cooperative teams.  However, the evidence (Table 9B and Panels D – E of Figure 7) 
obtained also suggests that connectors that rotate onto pre-existing teams have no significant 
impact on team creativity performance (i.e., no Current Connector Influence main effect or 
interaction), but a connector who joins a pre-existing team makes that team more efficient (i.e., 
statistically significant positive Current Connector Influence main effect).  
In conclusion, the pattern of evidence supports the idea that connectors can be used as 
reactive controls on troubled teams, but it may prove disruptive in the short run to rotate them 
onto healthy teams. 
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Supplemental Analysis: Evidence of Synchronization 
Because synchronization makes it easier for people to understand each other, 
synchronization can be thought of as a driver of interpersonal processing fluency, and this 
processing ease produces positive affect towards and feelings of closeness to the other person 
(Winkielman et al. 2003; Alter and Oppenheimer 2008; Hove and Risen 2009; Chartrand and 
Lakin 2013).  Consequently, people who synchronize with a connector should feel closer to the 
connector than a random non-connector group member.  In my study, this would suggest that 
team members who stay on the team for both Time 1 and Time 2 would identify more strongly 
with a connector who left than a non-connector who left.   
I capture identification with the team member who left using a question from the stay 
version of the individual Time 2 survey.  More specifically, the question I use is a variation of 
the Inclusion of Others in the Self Scale (Aron et al. 1992); instead of the traditional two circles 
representing self and other (e.g., Bauer 2015, Autrey et al. 2015b), I use three circles 
representing self, old team member, and new team member.30  To capture variation in 
identification with the old team member and new team member, I set up the three circles in a 3 
(no, small, or large overlap with old team member) x 3 (no, small, or large overlap with new 
team member) matrix.  I use participants’ responses to this question to create a rough proxy for 
synchronization.  Specifically, I code responses indicating no overlap with the old (new) team 
member as 1, small overlap as 2, and large overlap as 3 in a new variable named Identification 
with Old (New) Member.   
In order to increase the statistical power of my test, I rename Identification with Old 
Member and Identification with New Member as Identification with Switched Member and use 
                                                          30 Please go to Appendix E to see this question. 
45  
responses from all 424 participants that did not switch teams.  This gives me 848 observations.  
Of these 848 observations, 142 (706) capture a degree of identification with a connector (non-
connector) who either left or joined the team after Time 1.  I set Connector Rated = 1 (0) when 
the rating reflects identification with a connector (non-connector).   
When I regress Identification with Switched Member on Connector Rated while 
controlling for the period fixed effect (i.e., Time 1 vs. Time 2) and using a linear regression with 
standard errors clustered by team, my model (R2 = 0.01, F (2,171) = 5.01, p < 0.01) has a 
statistically significant Connector Rated effect (B = 0.14, p < 0.01).31  Team members identified 
more strongly with a connector team member than a non-connector team member.  This result 
provides some evidence of synchronization on connector teams. 
 
Supplemental Analysis: Creativity Performance Over 6 Periods 
While my main analysis cannot speak to whether the connector effect increases, 
decreases, or plateaus over time, the data underlying my creativity analysis provides some 
preliminary insight.  In Table 10A (10B), I replicated the analysis of levels (changes) from 
Tables 7A – 7C and 9A – 9B (Tables 8A – 8B) using the levels of (changes in) creativity ratings 
for images 1 – 6.32  I graphed the changes in team creativity over the six periods in Panel A of 
Figure 8.  Because I analyze Time 1 and Time 2 data in the same tables and figure, I renamed 
                                                          31 For robustness, I also run this model with an interaction between the period fixed effect and Connector Rated while both dummy variables are coded as (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0,1) in order to capture the presence of main effects and interactions instead of simple effects.  My model (R2 = 0.01, F (3,171) = 3.77, p = 0.01) has only a significant Connector Rated main effect (B = 0.14, p < 0.01). 
32 In this supplemental analysis, the controls for the levels analyses of images 4 – 6 were computed based on responses from all members on the team at Time 2.  However, due to my findings documented in footnote 27, I also performed an untabulated version of this analysis where I used controls computed based on responses only from non-rotating members.  Both versions of this analysis produced the same results, but the untabulated models were more powerful than the ones tabulated in Table 10A.  For example, the tabulated Image 4 model, which had an insignificant F-value, was marginally significant in the untabulated analysis. 
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Time 1’s Current Connector Influence variable as Prior Connector Influence in this analysis for 
consistency. 
Of the models in Table 10A, only the models for Image 1 – 3 fit the data better than an 
intercept-only model; however, none of these models had a connector main effect or interaction.  
This suggests that either (1) my models are not powerful enough to pick up a connector effect or 
(2) there is no connector effect at the disaggregated level.  The models in Table 10B let me 
disentangle these explanations.  Of the models in Table 10B, the models analyzing the change in 
creativity from Image 1 to Image 2 and from Image 2 to Image 3 found no connector main effect 
or interaction, and the model analyzing the change in creativity from Image 4 to 5 was no better 
than an intercept-only model; however, the model analyzing the change from Image 3 to Image 4 
suggested that less cooperative groups experienced an improvement in creativity (i.e., 
statistically significant positive Less Cooperative main effect), and the improvement was greater 
for those groups where a connector rotated off than those that never had a connector (i.e., 
statistically significant positive Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple 
effect).  Furthermore, the model analyzing change from Image 5 to Image 6 appeared to suggest 
that less cooperative groups with vs. without a connector who joined the team at Time 2 
experienced less of a decrease in creativity (i.e., marginally significant positive Current 
Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple effect). 
Because there was a delayed benefit from the connector who rotated off the less 
cooperative team and another delayed benefit from the connector who rotated onto the less 
cooperative team, I interpret this analysis as providing further evidence that the connector’s 
impact on the team’s social norms needs to gain enough momentum before it can noticeably 
enhance team performance.  However, the change from Time 4 to Time 5 appears to suggest that 
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prior connector influence on less cooperative teams provides enhanced team performance that 
eventually reverts to the mean for the average team. 
 
Supplemental Analysis: Efficiency Over 6 Periods 
 Despite the power issues in the analysis of creativity performance over 6 periods, I found 
evidence suggesting the connector effect changes over time.  To gain further insights into 
whether the connector effect increases, decreases, or plateaus over time, I replicated in Tables 
11A – 11B the analysis from Table 10A – 10B, but this time I used the measure of team 
efficiency (i.e., zero minus the number of minutes spent on each caption).  I graphed the changes 
in team efficiency over the six periods in Panel B of Figure 8.   
In Table 11A, I find evidence suggesting that connector teams complete caption 2 faster 
than non-connector teams (i.e., statistically significant positive Prior Connector Influence  main 
effect), and less cooperative teams complete caption 2 faster than more cooperative teams (i.e., 
marginally significant positive Less Cooperative main effect).  I also find evidence suggesting 
that teams where a connector just rotated on complete caption 4 faster than teams that never had 
a connector (i.e., marginally significant positive Current Connector Influence main effect), and 
less cooperative teams where a connector just rotated off complete caption 4 faster than less 
cooperative teams that never had a connector (i.e., statistically significant positive Prior 
Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple effect).  Because less cooperative teams that 
never had a connector are as efficient as more cooperative teams that never had a connector (i.e., 
no Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence simple effect) or lost a connector lost (i.e., 
no Prior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative simple effect), logic would suggest that 
less cooperative teams where a connector just rotated off complete caption 4 faster than teams in 
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all three of these conditions.  I ignore the efficiency levels for images 1, 3, 5, and 6 because their 
regression models are no better than an intercept-only model. 
In Table 11B, I find evidence suggesting that connector teams experienced greater 
efficiency improvements between captions 1 and 2 than non-connector teams (i.e., statistically 
significant positive Prior Connector Influence main effect), and less cooperative teams 
experienced greater efficiency improvements between captions 1 and 2 than more cooperative 
teams (i.e., marginally significant positive Less Cooperative main effect).  There was no 
connector main effect or interaction in the models of changes from caption 2 to 3, caption 4 to 5, 
or caption 5 to 6.  I also ignore the change in efficiency levels from caption 3 to 4 because this 
regression model is no better than an intercept-only model.  Consequently, I interpret Table 11B 
as evidence that the only significant efficiency improvements occurred between the first and 
second captions. 
Together, Table 11A, 11B, and Panel B of Figure 8 give me reason to believe that less 
cooperative teams that initially had a connector became more efficient than all other teams when 
they experienced an increase in efficiency between caption 1 and caption 2, and they maintained 
this level of efficiency while completing the other captions (even after the connector rotated off 
the team), although teams where a connector joined were also able to achieve this level of 
efficiency. 
Between this analysis and the supplemental analysis of creativity performance over 6 
periods, I have evidence that the connector effect fluctuates over time. 
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Supplemental Analysis: “FULLER” Sample 
 My primary analyses33 have been conducted using the individual-level and group-level 
version of the “Time 1 Analysis (ALL)” sample and the “Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)” sample 
described in Panel A of Table 2 (hereinafter known as the “Main Datasets”) because I wanted to 
use clean data that only included 3 conditions: (1) a non-connector replaced a non-connector,  
(2) a non-connector replaced a connector, and (3) a connector replaced a non-connector.   
However, this preference for “clean” data omits 71 individual-level (15 group-level) 
observations at Time 1 and 43 individual-level (15 group-level) observations at Time 2.  These 
omitted observations involve groups where a connector was a non-rotating member and either 
both rotating members were non-connectors or one of the rotating members was a connector.  
Due to my small sample size in each of these omitted conditions, I did not expect to have enough 
power to find any effects if I looked at each of the omitted conditions independently, so I 
excluded them from my analysis to remove concerns that they would distort my results.  Yet 
because these omitted observations consist entirely of groups with Current Connector Influence 
at Time 1, some of which also have connectors rotate onto or off the team at Time 2, these 
observations have the ability to significantly increase the power of my statistical tests, so 
excluding them to remove distortions means giving up statistical power. 
Yet there is a way for me to include these omitted observations and increase the power of 
my analyses while preventing the influence of the connector non-rotating member from 
contaminating my results.  I can statistically control for the effect of the member who stays.  I set 
Permanent Connector Influence to 1 (0) for groups where a connector is (not) a non-rotating 
member.  For the Time 1 Analysis, Current Connector Influence is set to 1 (0) for groups that 
                                                          33 These primary analyses produced the results visually summarized in Table 12.  Any cell with a “+” (“-“) represents a positive (negative) coefficient.  The green (red) cells are (not) at least marginally significant. 
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included at least one (no) connecter at Time 1.  For the Time 2 Analysis, Prior Connector 
Influence is shorthand for “Temporary Prior Connector Influence” and Current Connector 
Influence is shorthand for “Temporary Current Connector Influence.”  I set the Time 2 Prior 
Connector Influence dummy to 1 (0) for groups that included a rotating connector (non-
connector) who was replaced by a rotating non-connector at Time 2.  I set the Time 2 Current 
Connector Influence dummy to 1 (0) for groups that included a rotating non-connector who was 
replaced by a rotating connector (non-connector) at Time 2.   
To make sure the results coming from my “Main Datasets” are robust, I first create a 
“Time 1 Analysis (FULLER)” sample and a “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” sample (hereinafter 
collectively referred to as the “FULLER Datasets”).  Then I replicate the analyses from Tables 
7A, 7C, 8A, 8B, 9A, and 9B using the “FULLER Datasets”.  In Table 13, I document my sample 
selection (Panel A), participant descriptions (Panels B and C), distributions by condition (Panels 
D, E, and F), and visual summary of results (Panels G, H, and I).  I not only find that my H1 and 
H2 results hold in the “FULLER Datasets,” but also that the signs of the at least marginally 
significant coefficients in all my regressions remain unchanged and the vast majority of 
statistically significant coefficients from the analyses summarized in Table 12 are still significant 
in Table 13. 
 The key difference between my analyses using the “Main Datasets” and the “FULLER 
Datasets” is the Time 1 analysis of Creativity.  The “Time 1 Analysis (ALL)” sample only had a 
marginally significant negative Current Connector Influence main effect, but the “Time 1 
Analysis (FULLER)” sample has marginally significant negative Current Connector Influence 
main effect and a statistically significant positive Current Connector Influence x Less 
Cooperative interaction.  The “Time 1 Analysis (FULLER)” sample also has a statistically 
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significant negative Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative simple effect and a 
statistically significant positive Less Cooperative, given Current Connector Influence simple 
effect, but no other significant simple effects.  Thus, unlike the analysis of the “Time 1 Analysis 
(ALL)” sample which suggests that teams with a connector member exhibited lower team 
creativity performance than teams without connector members, the analysis of the “Time 1 
Analysis (FULLER)” sample suggests that at Time 1, the more cooperative groups with a 
connector member exhibited lower team creativity performance than any other kind of group.  
This latter finding is consistent with Autrey et al. (2015a), which found that the less cooperative 
connector teams had higher creativity performance than more cooperative teams in a one-period 
setting. 
 The analysis of changes from Time 1 to Time 2 in both the “Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)” 
sample and the “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” sample provides evidence suggesting that less 
cooperative teams with Temporary Prior Connector Influence experienced a higher increase in 
creativity than more cooperative teams with or without Temporary Prior Connector Influence 
and less cooperative teams without Temporary Prior Connector Influence.  However, the Time 2 
Analysis (FULLER)” sample used in this analysis also had a marginally significant positive 
Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple effect although it lacked a Current 
Connector Influence x Less Cooperative interaction.  This may suggest that in a more powerful 
analysis I would find that less cooperative teams experience a higher increase in creativity when 
they have Temporary Current Connector Influence than when they do not. 
 The analysis of creativity levels at Time 2 also had some similarities and differences 
between the two samples.  At Time 2, both samples had a significant positive Less Cooperative 
main effect [statistically significant for the “Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)” sample, but marginally 
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significant for the “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” sample], a statistically significant positive 
Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative simple effect, and a significant positive Less 
Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence simple effect [marginally significant for the “Time 
2 Analysis (TOTAL)” sample, but statistically significant for the “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” 
sample].34  However, the “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” sample also had a marginally significant 
positive Current Connector Influence main effect and a marginally significant positive Prior 
Connector Influences x Less Cooperative interaction.  Therefore, the results from the “Time 2 
Analysis (TOTAL)” sample when combined with the Connector Influences x Less Cooperative 
interaction from the “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” sample suggest that less cooperative groups 
experience higher levels of creativity at Time 2 than more cooperative groups, and less 
cooperative groups with Temporary Prior Connector Influence experience higher levels of 
creativity at Time 2 than any other type of group (except for Less Cooperative groups with 
Temporary Current Connector Influence).  This finding from the “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” 
sample fully replicates the finding from Autrey et al. (2015a).  Furthermore, the Current 
Connector Influence main effect from the “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” sample also appears to 
suggest that teams with Temporary Current Connector Influence experience higher levels of 
creativity at Time 2 than teams that never had a connector. 
 In conclusion, I find evidence suggesting that connectors disrupt creativity on more 
cooperative teams at Time 1, but for less cooperative teams the increase in creativity between 
Time 1 and Time 2 makes their level of creativity at Time 2 higher than any other type of 
                                                          34 Without a significant Prior Connector Influences x Less Cooperative interaction, I would hesitate in interpreting these simple effects; however, the presence of the interaction in the larger “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” makes me feel comfortable interpreting the simple effects in both samples. 
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group’s level (except for less cooperative groups where a connector rotated onto the team).  I 
replicate and extend Autrey et al. (2015a) in this analysis. 
 
Robustness Checks 
 To address concerns about the robustness of my findings, I perform the robustness checks 
visually summarized in Table 14.  I find that the results of my tests of H1 and H2 are 
directionally consistent and usually at least marginally significant. 
 First, I attempted to address concerns about the construct validity of my Less Cooperative 
measure.  In my main analysis, Less Cooperative is a dichotomous measure computed based on 
survey responses from the non-rotating group members.  In my robustness checks, I consider 
whether Less Cooperative can be computed based on all group members or a continuous measure 
by investigating whether my hypotheses hold (1) when Less Cooperative is computed differently 
(i.e., based on 100% of group members present at Time 1 or Time 2), (2) for the subsample 
restricted to  Predisposition to Cooperate = 0,35 or (3) when Less Cooperative is continuous. 
 Second, I examined a potential concern that my Prior Connector Influence measure may 
have a construct validity problem.  In my main analysis, Connector status is assigned to 
participants whose Composite Connector Score exceeds a predetermined threshold.  One of the 
components of the composite is the set of questions that is later used to construct the Less 
Cooperative measure.  Since Prior Connector Influence is a manipulated variable, but Less 
Cooperative is a measured variable, this raises the concern of whether the interaction effect I find 
is an artifact of a negative correlation between Prior Connector Influence and Less Cooperative.  
                                                          
35 In the main analysis, I did not restrict my sample to observations where  Predisposition to Cooperate = 0.  Instead, I statistically controlled for any effects of  Predisposition to Cooperate.  As a robustness check, I restrict my sample to  Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 to test whether my hypotheses still hold given this additional constraint. 
54  
Although Tables 6A and 6B show that these two variables are not correlated with each other, I 
perform additional robustness tests to investigate whether my hypotheses hold when controlling 
for (1) the group’s average composite connector score or (2) the group’s average on each of the 
components of the composite connector score. 
 Third, I considered potential concerns about sample selection.  A too narrow sample 
could decrease my statistical power due to insufficient observations, but a too broad sample 
could decrease my statistical power due to too many variables (i.e., insignificant main effects 
and/or interactions).  In my robustness checks, I investigate whether my hypotheses hold when 
using observations only from (1) a narrower sample [i.e., “Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)” sample] 
or (2) a broader sample [i.e., “Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)” sample]. 
 Fourth, I attempted to address concerns about noise created during the data collection 
process.  In my robustness checks, I investigate whether my hypotheses hold when I control for 
proctor, start time, and day effects. 
 For the sake of completeness, I ran regressions using all possible combinations of the 
following: (1) each version of the Time 2 Analysis sample reported in Table 2 Panel A [i.e., 
Total, Leave, and Arrive], (2) each version of Less Cooperative dummy [i.e., based on only non-
rotating members, based on 100% of Time 1 members, and based on 100% of Time 2 members], 
and (3) restricted or unrestricted by  Predisposition to Cooperate = 0.  Sample characteristics 
are described in Tables 2 and 4.  I also used the Total Time 2 sample unrestricted by  
Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 to test whether results hold when Less Cooperative is a raw or 
mean-centered continuous version of the average individualist responses to the RIC scale.  
Furthermore, I reran the analysis using the Total Time 2 sample unrestricted by  Predisposition 
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to Cooperate = 0 and controlling one-by-one for the average composite connector score and its 
inputs. 
 
Discussion 
Taken together, the mosaic of evidence in this paper supports several conclusions.  The 
results suggest that at Time 1, connector teams obtain organizational benefits relative to non-
connector teams (except in the case of team creativity performance), and the amount of 
organizational benefit obtained does not vary between more cooperative and less cooperative 
teams.  Furthermore, the results suggest that at time 2, teams with prior exposure to a connector 
still obtain organizational benefits relative to teams without prior exposure to a connector, but 
these organizational benefits are found on less cooperative teams that needed the connector’s 
help to develop cooperative social norms.  More cooperative teams with prior exposure to a 
connector on average reverted back to the levels of organizational benefits typical for the average 
more cooperative team.  Given this overall pattern, I interpret the change between times 1 and 2 
to be driven by synchronization for more cooperative teams, but synchronization plus social 
norms for less cooperative teams.  My conditional process analysis shows that change in 
cooperative social norms fully mediates the relationship between connectors and change in 
organizational benefits.  On less (more) cooperative teams, connectors have a positive (negative) 
indirect effect on change in organizational benefits.  Furthermore, all non-rotating members 
identified more strongly with connector than non-connector rotating members, which is 
indicative of synchronization having occurred. 
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Therefore, organizations may benefit most by preferentially rotating connectors across 
less cooperative teams where their influence provides the strongest benefits at time 1 and 
beyond, even after the connector rotates off the team.  
57  
CHAPTER 6 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
In this study, I investigate the stickiness of the benefits connectors provide their teams.  I 
find that connectors provide greater benefits to less cooperative teams than more cooperative 
teams.  I provide evidence that although less cooperative and more cooperative teams get along 
equally well when they have a connector, more cooperative teams merely synchronize with 
connectors, whereas less cooperative teams also develop healthier social norms.  Consequently, 
less cooperative teams have a better experience working together than more cooperative teams 
after the connector leaves the team.  This implies that less cooperative teams with exposure to 
connectors will have higher retention than their more cooperative counterparts. 
I make several contributions in this paper.  First, I contribute to the nascent literature on 
connectors (Autrey et al. 2015a; Autrey et al. 2015b).  Specifically, I demonstrate that connectors 
influence more cooperative (less cooperative) teams through synchronization (synchronization 
plus social norms).  The insight that connectors impact these two different kinds of teams 
through two different mechanisms suggests that differences in team composition may impact 
when and how the inclusion or exclusion of a connector matters. 
Second, my findings have practical implications for organizations, such as audit firms, 
with fluid teams that rely on cultural controls (e.g., Dirsmith and Covaleski 1985; Covaleski et 
al. 1998; Pierce and Sweeney 2005; McGarry and Sweeney 2007).  These organizations may 
want to consider using the strategic assignment of connectors to teams as a tool to manage team 
culture.  Given the scarcity of connectors, the stickiness of the connector effect on less 
cooperative teams, the more cooperative teams’ tendency to function well without a connector, 
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and the tendency of less cooperative teams to have less cooperative cultures than more 
cooperative teams, it makes sense to assign connectors to less cooperative teams to help establish 
cooperative social norms, and then rotate the connectors to other less cooperative teams.  Based 
on such strategic assignment of connectors to less cooperative teams, connectors in fluid team 
environments may help teams establish (re-establish) a healthy culture on enough teams that 
updated employee expectations of how a team should function may create a more cooperative 
culture at the organization.  The end result of such a culture may be lower employee turnover 
intentions, and ultimately an increase in the organization’s capacity to compete and grow by 
selecting the best people for key positions at the organization. 
 
Limitations 
Limitations of my study provide opportunities for future research.  First, the teams in my 
study had to create 6 captions and answer 2 surveys during a 30 minute period.  This condensed 
time frame may have limited their ability to get to know new team members at time 2.  Future 
research may consider giving teams a break of some duration between Time 1 and Time 2 of the 
study, so they can have some time for introductions before getting to work on the Time 2 task.  
Second, my study only had two rounds, so I was unable to observe what might occur 
across several more rounds, as one team member leaves each round and is replaced by another.  
Future research may extend my study over more rounds to see how long the connector-induced 
cooperative social norms stick.   
Third, my study focused on what happens when a connector rotates onto (off) a team 
between periods, so I cannot speak to what happens when a connector remains on the same team 
for a series of periods.  Future research may extend my study by investigating whether the 
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organizational benefits provided by the connector build, diminish, or stay the same when a 
connector remains on the team for multiple periods. 
Fourth, my study did not incorporate hierarchy, but teams in natural organizational 
settings often have members at different levels in the hierarchy.  Unlike the organization’s lower 
level staff who interact frequently with one team composed mostly of their peers, higher level 
staff may interact a little bit with many teams composed mostly of their subordinates, so the 
connector’s effect on higher level staff may differ from the connector’s effect on lower level 
staff, especially when the connector’s position in the hierarchy is taken into account.  Future 
research could study the connector effect and its stickiness when hierarchy is manipulated within 
each team.  Such research may take the form of investigating how lower level staff react to 
higher level connectors that meet with them briefly, and how higher level non-connectors react 
to either lower level or other higher level connectors.  Similarly, research into hierarchy can 
study the differential reactions of participants in social interactions (e.g., business meetings) 
where the higher level employee is or is not the lower level employee’s boss, and one or both of 
the interaction partners is a connector.  Furthermore, the connector’s ability to provide 
organizational benefits suggests that the connector may be an adaptive leadership trait, so future 
research can investigate whether connectors disproportionately occupy (or fail to occupy) 
leadership positions in their organizations. 
Fifth, the caption task used in my study was specifically selected because it is a 
coordinating task where a group’s ability to combine input from multiple sources may impact 
performance.  This type of task is common in the business world, and it seemed like a task where 
connectors’ ability to enhance cooperative social norms could really impact team performance.  
However, I cannot say that my results suggest using less cooperative connector teams on all tasks 
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is optimal because I cannot speak to non-coordinating tasks.  Future research can identify tasks 
best performed by non-connector rather than connector teams. 
Sixth, although my teams ranged in size from 3 – 6 members, I did not have enough 
observations in each condition to identify the optimal team size, so I cannot speak to how group 
size serves as a boundary condition on the connector effect.  Furthermore, I have not investigated 
how the number of connectors on a team interacts with team size.  Future research can vary team 
size and number of connectors on a team to identify the average connector’s span of control and 
how many connectors teams of different sizes need to obtain optimal organizational benefits. 
Seventh, my study did not include any teams consisting of 100% connectors, so I cannot 
speak to whether having everyone on a team be a connector is optimal.  Future research, if it can 
obtain enough connectors, may study whether 100% connector teams are more effective and 
efficient than partial connector teams. 
Eighth, my study included a team of equals who met face to face and had no other 
responsibilities during the experiment, so I cannot speak to cross-functional teams, virtual teams, 
or dedicated versus shared team members.  Future research can study whether and how these 
variables moderate the connector effect. 
Therefore, there is plenty of work to do in studying the connector effect.  My research 
opens the door for others to see how connectors impact teams (other individuals) in 
organizational settings.  
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FIGURES 
 
FIGURE 1: How Organizational Benefits Change from Time 1 to Time 2 (Test of H1)   Panel A: Graph of Change in Team Experience from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 1 (CONT.)   Panel B: Graph of Change in Cooperative Social Norms from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 1 (CONT.)   Panel C: Graph of Change in Remain from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 1 (CONT.)   Panel D: Graph of Change in Creativity from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 1 (CONT.)   Panel E: Graph of Change in Efficiency from Time 1 to Time 2 
   Notes to Figure 1: 
1. Panels A, B, and C (D and E) contain graphs illustrating how organizational benefits [i.e., team experience, cooperative social norms, and remain (creativity and efficiency)] change from Time 1 to Time 2.  In each graph, the horizontal axis draws attention to Time 1 and Time 2 positions, while the vertical axis reflects the levels of each organizational benefit.   2. The Time 1 points on each graph were obtained from the marginal means listed in their respective columns in Panel C of Table 7A for the level of Time 1 team experience, cooperative social norms, and remain.     
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FIGURE 1 (CONT.)   3. For Time 1 creativity (efficiency), the Time 1 points on the graph were obtained from the marginal means computed when looking for a connector main effect on the level of Time 1 creativity (efficiency).  The Time 2 points on each graph were obtained from the marginal means computed when looking for a connector main effect on the level of Time 2 team experience, cooperative social norms, and remain (creativity and efficiency).  Specifically, the regressions used to obtain these marginal means have the same controls as the regressions reported in Tables 7C, 9A, and 9B; however, the Less Cooperative main effect and its interaction were removed from the model.   4. The slope of the line joining the Time 1 and Time 2 positions represents the change between Time 1 and Time 2 levels of each organizational benefit.   5. Panel A in Tables 7A, 7B, and 7C (9A and 9B) contain the main effect statistics needed to interpret whether the differences between the levels in each condition at Time 1 (Time 2) are statistically significant.   6. Panel A in Tables 8A and 8B contain the main effect statistics needed to interpret whether the differences between the slopes in each condition are statistically significant.   7. The level of efficiency is always a negative number because I created the measure by subtracting the number of minutes spent on the task from zero.  This allows greater values (i.e., less negative values) to be associated with greater efficiency. 8. See Table 3 for variable definitions. 9. I illustrate the hypothesis test for H1 in Figure 1, which show the change in organizational benefits from Time 1 to Time 2.  In these graphs, the green (blue) line represents the teams with (without) Prior Connector Influence.  As long as the green line is above the blue line at Time 1 (2), the exposure to the connector provides organizational benefits at Time 1 (2).  My test of H1 involves finding out whether the distance between the green and blue points at Time 2 is greater than or equal to the distance between the green and blue points at Time 1.  A visual inspection of Panels A – E provides support for H1.   10. For ease in distinguishing between teams with and without Prior Connector Influence, I not only made those with (without) Prior Connector Influence have green (blue) lines, but I also changed the shape of the lines’ endpoint, such that teams with (without) Prior Connector Influence have circle (square) endpoints.   
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FIGURE 2: How Organizational Benefits Change from Time 1 to Time 2 (Test of H2)   Panel A: Graph of Change in Team Experience from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 2 (CONT.)   Panel B: Graph of Change in Cooperative Social Norms from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 2 (CONT.)   Panel C: Graph of Change in Remain from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 2 (CONT.)   Panel D: Graph of Change in Creativity from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 2 (CONT.)   Panel E: Graph of Change in Efficiency from Time 1 to Time 2 
   Notes to Figure 2: 
1. Panels A, B, and C (D and E) contain graphs illustrating how organizational benefits [i.e., team experience, cooperative social norms, and remain (creativity and efficiency)] change from Time 1 to Time 2.  In each graph, the horizontal axis draws attention to Time 1 and Time 2 positions, while the vertical axis reflects the levels of each organizational benefit.   2. The Time 1 points on each graph were obtained from the marginal means listed in their respective columns in Panel C of Table 7C for the level of Time 1 creativity and efficiency.   3. The Time 1 points on every other graph were obtained from the marginal means computed when looking for a Current Connector Influence main effect, Less Cooperative main effect, and their interaction on the level of Time 1 team experience, cooperative social norms, and remain.  Specifically, the regressions used to obtain these marginal means have the same controls as the regressions reported in Table 9A.   4. The Time 2 points on each graph were obtained from the marginal means listed in their respective columns in Panel C of Table 9A (B) for the level of Time 2 team experience, cooperative social norms, and remain (creativity and efficiency).     
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FIGURE 2 (CONT.)   5. The slope of the line joining the Time 1 and Time 2 positions represents the change between Time 1 and Time 2 levels of each organizational benefit.   6. The solid lines represent the More Cooperative conditions, while the dotted lines represent the Less Cooperative conditions.   7. Panel B in Tables 7A and 7B and Footnote 21 in the Results Chapter (Panels D and E in Tables 9A and 9B) contain the simple effect statistics needed to interpret whether the differences between the levels in each condition at Time 1 (Time 2) are statistically significant.   8. Panels D and E in Tables 8A and 8B contain the simple effect statistics needed to interpret whether the differences between the slopes in each condition are statistically significant.   9. The level of efficiency is always a negative number because I created the measure by subtracting the number of minutes spent on the task from zero.  This allows greater values (i.e., less negative values) to be associated with greater efficiency. 10. See Table 3 for variable definitions. 11. I illustrate the hypothesis test for H2 in Figure 2, which also show the change in organizational benefits from Time 1 to Time 2.  In these graphs, the purple (green) line represents the Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams with Prior Connector Influence.  Meanwhile, the red (blue) line represents the Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams without Prior Connector Influence.  As long as the purple [green] line is above the red [blue] line at Time 1 (2), the exposure to the connector provides organizational benefits at Time 1 (2) for Less Cooperative [More Cooperative] teams.  My test of H2 involves finding out whether the purple line has a more positive slope than the green line.  A visual inspection of Panels A – E provides support for H2.   12. For ease in distinguishing between teams with and without Prior Connector Influence, I not only made those with (without) Prior Connector Influence have green or purple (blue or red) lines, but I also changed the shape of the lines’ endpoint, such that teams with (without) Prior Connector Influence have circle (square) endpoints. 13. For ease in identifying Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams, I not only made those Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams have red or purple (blue or green) lines, but I also changed the lines’ type, such that Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams have dashed (solid) lines.   
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FIGURE 3: Test of the Effect of Prior Exposure to a Connector on Change in Group Members’ Turnover Intentions through Change in Cooperative Social Norms for More vs. Less Cooperative Teams using the Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample   Panel A: More Cooperative Groups 
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FIGURE 3 (CONT.)   Notes to Figure 3: 
1. Moderated mediation test based on 5,000 bootstrap samples.   2. When Less Cooperative = 0, the conditional indirect effect has a point estimate of -0.54  [SE = 0.22 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of  [-0.9672, -0.2493], which supports the hypothesized indirect effect.   3. When Less Cooperative = 1, the conditional indirect effect has a point estimate of +0.22  [SE = 0.15 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of [0.0266, 0.5423], which supports the hypothesized indirect effect.   4. A test of the equality of the conditional indirect effects had a point estimate of 0.76  [SE = 0.31 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of [0.3598, 1.3806], which supports the hypothesized pattern.   5. When Less Cooperative = 0, the conditional direct effect has a point estimate of -0.53  [SE = 0.55 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of  [-1.4391, 0.3770], which does not support the hypothesized direct effect.   6. When Less Cooperative = 1, the conditional direct effect has a point estimate of 0.07  [SE = 0.46 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of  [-0.6926, 0.8258], which does not support the hypothesized direct effect.   7. All coefficients are reported in unstandardized form.   8. All p-values referenced in the figure above are one-tailed.  The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.   9. The dashed line represents the total effect of having prior exposure to a connector given that the group is more or less cooperative on the participants’ change in turnover intentions without the mediator change in cooperative social norms in the model.   10. See Table 3 for variable definitions.   11. Although I controlled for team size and change in predisposition to cooperate when change in cooperative social norms was my dependent variable, I did not control for team size and change in predisposition to cooperate when change in turnover intentions was my dependent variable because I expect the effects of these controls to flow through the change in social norms into the change in turnover intentions.   
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FIGURE 4: Test of the Effect of Prior Exposure to a Connector on Change in Team Creativity Performance through Change in Cooperative Social Norms for More vs. Less Cooperative Teams using the Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample   Panel A: More Cooperative Groups 
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FIGURE 4 (CONT.)   Notes to Figure 4: 
1. Moderated mediation test based on 5,000 bootstrap samples.   2. When Less Cooperative = 0, the conditional indirect effect has a point estimate of -0.05  [SE = 0.03 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of  [-0.1030, -0.0157], which supports the hypothesized indirect effect.   3. When Less Cooperative = 1, the conditional indirect effect has a point estimate of +0.02  [SE = 0.01 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of [0.0024, 0.0585], which supports the hypothesized indirect effect.   4. A test of the equality of the conditional indirect effects had a point estimate of 0.07  [SE = 0.03 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of [0.0223, 0.1418], which supports the hypothesized pattern.   5. When Less Cooperative = 0, the conditional direct effect has a point estimate of +0.03  [SE = 0.11 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of  [-0.1549, 0.2066], which does not support the hypothesized direct effect.   6. When Less Cooperative = 1, the conditional direct effect has a point estimate of 0.14  [SE = 0.09 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of  [-0.0059, 0.2903], which does not support the hypothesized direct effect.   7. All coefficients are reported in unstandardized form.   8. All p-values referenced in the figure above are one-tailed.  The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.   9. The dashed line represents the total effect of having prior exposure to a connector given that the group is more or less cooperative on the team’s change in creativity without the mediator change in cooperative social norms in the model.   10. See Table 3 for variable definitions.   11. I controlled for team size, change in predisposition to cooperate, and Time 1 Creativity both when change in cooperative social norms was my dependent variable and when Time 2 Creativity was my dependent variable.   12. Regressing Time 2 Creativity on Time 1 Creativity lets me capture change in team creativity. 
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FIGURE 5: Mediation Test of the Effect of Current Exposure to a Connector on Group Members’ Turnover Intentions through Cooperative Social Norms using the Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Notes to Figure 5: 
1. Mediation test based on 5,000 bootstrap samples.   2. The indirect effect has a point estimate of +0.30 [SE = 0.15 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of [0.0851, 0.5746], which supports the hypothesized indirect effect.   3. Meanwhile, the direct effect has a point estimate of +0.50 [SE = 0.31 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of [-0.0178, 1.0135], which does not support the hypothesized direct effect.   4. All p-values referenced in the figure above are one-tailed.  The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.   5. All coefficients are reported in unstandardized form.   6. The dashed line represents the total effect of having a connector in the group on the participants’ turnover intentions without the mediator cooperative social norms in the model.   7. See Table 3 for variable definitions.   8. Although I controlled for team size when cooperative social norms was my dependent variable, I did not control for team size when turnover intentions was my dependent variable because I expect the effect of this control to flow through cooperative social norms into turnover intentions.   
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FIGURE 6: Test of the Effect of Prior Exposure to a Connector on Group Members’ Turnover Intentions through Cooperative Social Norms for More vs. Less Cooperative Teams using the Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample   Panel A: More Cooperative Groups 
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FIGURE 6 (CONT.)   Notes to Figure 6: 
1. Moderated mediation test based on 5,000 bootstrap samples.   2. When Less Cooperative = 0, the conditional indirect effect has a point estimate of -0.22  [SE = 0.33 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of  [-0.7620, 0.2996], which does not support the hypothesized indirect effect.   3. When Less Cooperative = 1, the conditional indirect effect has a point estimate of +0.55  [SE = 0.24 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of [0.2009, 0.9881], which supports the hypothesized indirect effect.   4. A test of the equality of the conditional indirect effects had a point estimate of 0.77  [SE = 0.43 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of [0.1533, 1.5400], which supports the hypothesized pattern.   5. When Less Cooperative = 0, the conditional direct effect has a point estimate of -0.37  [SE = 0.48 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of  [-1.1606, 0.4183], which does not support the hypothesized direct effect.   6. When Less Cooperative = 1, the conditional direct effect has a point estimate of +0.71  [SE = 0.41 (bootstrapped)], with a 95% bias corrected confidence interval (one-tailed) of [0.0320, 1.3967], which does support the hypothesized direct effect.   7. All coefficients are reported in unstandardized form.   8. All p-values referenced in the figure above are one-tailed.  The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.   9. The dashed line represents the total effect of having prior exposure to a connector given that the group is more or less cooperative on the participants’ current turnover intentions without the mediator of current cooperative social norms in the model.   10. See Table 3 for variable definitions. 11. Although I controlled for change in predisposition to cooperate when Time 2 cooperative social norms was my dependent variable, I did not control for change in predisposition to cooperate when Time 2 turnover intentions was my dependent variable because I expect the effects of this control to flow through Time 2 cooperative social norms into Time 2 turnover intentions. 
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FIGURE 7: How Organizational Benefits Change from Time 1 to Time 2 (Compare All Groups)   Panel A: Graph of Change in Team Experience from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 7 (CONT.)   Panel B: Graph of Change in Cooperative Social Norms from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 7 (CONT.)   Panel C: Graph of Change in Remain from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 7 (CONT.)   Panel D: Graph of Change in Creativity from Time 1 to Time 2 
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FIGURE 7 (CONT.)   Panel E: Graph of Change in Efficiency from Time 1 to Time 2 
   Notes to Figure 7: 
1. Panels A, B, and C (D and E) contain graphs illustrating how organizational benefits [i.e., team experience, cooperative social norms, and remain (creativity and efficiency)] change from Time 1 to Time 2.  In each graph, the horizontal axis draws attention to Time 1 and Time 2 positions, while the vertical axis reflects the levels of each organizational benefit.   2. The Time 1 points on each graph were obtained from the marginal means listed in their respective columns in Panel C of Table 7C for the level of Time 1 creativity and efficiency.   3. The Time 1 points on every other graph were obtained from the marginal means computed when looking for a Current Connector Influence main effect, Less Cooperative main effect, and their interaction on the level of Time 1 team experience, cooperative social norms, and remain.   4. The Time 2 points on each graph were obtained from the marginal means listed in their respective columns in Panel C of Table 9A (B) for the level of Time 2 team experience, cooperative social norms, and remain (creativity and efficiency). 5. The slope of the line joining the Time 1 and Time 2 positions represents the change between Time 1 and Time 2 levels of each organizational benefit.      
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FIGURE 7 (CONT.)   6. The solid lines represent the More Cooperative conditions, while the dotted lines represent the Less Cooperative conditions.   7. Panel B in Tables 7A and 7B and Footnote 21 in the Results Chapter (Panels D and E in Tables 9A and 9B) contain the simple effect statistics needed to interpret whether the differences between the levels in each condition at Time 1 (Time 2) are statistically significant.   8. Panels D and E in Tables 8A and 8B contain the simple effect statistics needed to interpret whether the differences between the slopes in each condition are statistically significant.   9. The level of efficiency is always a negative number because I created the measure by subtracting the number of minutes spent on the task from zero.  This allows greater values (i.e., less negative values) to be associated with greater efficiency. 10. See Table 3 for variable definitions. 11. The graphs in Figure 7 resemble those in Figure 2, except two new lines have been added.  The light blue (orange) line represents More (Less) Cooperative teams subject to Current Connector Influence.   12. For Panels A – E, as long as the light blue (orange) line is above the dark blue (red) line at Time 2, the current exposure to the connector provides organizational benefits at Time 2 for More (Less) Cooperative teams. 13. For ease in identifying teams with Prior Connector Influence (Current Connector Influence) [neither Prior Connector Influence nor Current Connector Influence], I not only made those with Prior Connector Influence (Current Connector Influence) [neither Prior Connector Influence nor Current Connector Influence] have green or purple (light blue or orange) [dark blue or red] lines, but I also changed the shape of the lines’ endpoint, such that teams with Prior Connector Influence (Current Connector Influence) [neither Prior Connector Influence nor Current Connector Influence] have circle (triangle) [square] endpoints. 14. For ease in identifying Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams, I not only made those Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams have red, purple, or orange (dark blue, green, or light blue) lines, but I also changed the lines’ type, such that Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams have dashed (solid) lines.   
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FIGURE 8: How Team Performance Changes from Period to Period (Compare All Groups)   Panel A: Graph of Change in Team Creativity from Image 1 to Image 6 
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FIGURE 8 (CONT.)   Panel B: Graph of Change in Team Efficiency from Image 1 to Image 6 
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FIGURE 8 (CONT.)   Notes to Figure 8: 
1. Panel A [B] contains a graph illustrating how team creativity [efficiency] changes from period to period (i.e., Image 1 – 6).  In this graph, the horizontal axis draws attention to positions at each period, while the vertical axis reflects the level of team creativity [efficiency].   2. The points on each graph were obtained from the marginal means listed in their respective columns in Panel C of Table 10A [11A] for the level of Image 1 – 6 creativity [efficiency].   3. The slope of the line joining each period’s positions represents the change in creativity [efficiency] between each period.   4. The solid lines represent the More Cooperative conditions, while the dotted lines represent the Less Cooperative conditions. 5. For creativity, Panels D and E in Table 10A [11A] contain the simple effect statistics needed to interpret whether the differences between the levels in each condition for each image are statistically significant.   6. For efficiency, Panels D and E in Table 10B [11B] contain the simple effect statistics needed to interpret whether the differences between the slopes in each condition are statistically significant.   7. The level of efficiency is always a negative number because I created the measure by subtracting the number of minutes spent on the task from zero.  This allows greater values (i.e., less negative values) to be associated with greater efficiency. 8. See Table 3 for variable definitions. 9. For ease in identifying teams with Prior Connector Influence (Current Connector Influence) [neither Prior Connector Influence nor Current Connector Influence], I not only made those with Prior Connector Influence (Current Connector Influence) [neither Prior Connector Influence nor Current Connector Influence] have green or purple (light blue or orange) [dark blue or red] lines, but I also changed the shape of the lines’ endpoint, such that teams with Prior Connector Influence (Current Connector Influence) [neither Prior Connector Influence nor Current Connector Influence] have circle (triangle) [square] endpoints. 10. For ease in identifying Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams, I not only made those Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams have red, purple, or orange (dark blue, green, or light blue) lines, but I also changed the lines’ type, such that Less Cooperative (More Cooperative) teams have dashed (solid) lines.    
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TABLES 
 
TABLE 1: Description of Observations by Manipulation   Panel A: Number of Non-rotating Members in Each Condition 
Number of Individuals Switch Teams? Connector? 
Connector Stays on Team? 
Connector Leaves Team? Connector Joins Team? 258 No No No No No 17 No No Yes No No 61 No No No No Yes 4 No No Yes No Yes 58 No No No Yes No 6 No No Yes Yes No 4 No No No Yes Yes 11 No Yes Yes No No 2 No Yes Yes No Yes 3 No Yes Yes Yes No  
Panel B: Number of Rotating Members in Each Condition 
Number of Individuals Switch Teams? Connector? 
Connector Stays on Part A Team? 
Connector Stays on Part B Team? 119 Yes No No No 12 Yes No No Yes 11 Yes No Yes No 2 Yes No Yes Yes 25 Yes Yes No No 1 Yes Yes Yes No 2 Yes Yes Yes Yes  
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TABLE 1 (CONT.)   Panel C: Number of Teams in Each Condition 
Number of Teams 
Connector Stays on Team? 
Connector Leaves Team? Connector Joins Team? 107 No No No 11 Yes No No 24 No No Yes 2 Yes No Yes 23 No Yes No 3 Yes Yes No 2 No Yes Yes   Notes to Table 1: 
1. Of the 596 individual level observations collected in this study, 424 captured individuals who stayed on the same team for Part A and Part B of the experiment (“non-rotating members”) and 172 captured individuals who switched team between Part A and Part B of the study (“rotating members”).   2. Panel A describes how many non-rotating members were (1) themselves connectors,  (2) members of a team where a connector was a non-rotating member, (3) members of a team where a connector left after Part A, and/or (4) members of a team where a connector arrived after Part A.   3. Panel B describes how many rotating members were (1) themselves connectors, (2) left a team where a connector was a non-rotating member, and/or (3) arrived on a team where a connector was a non-rotating member.   4. Panel C describes how many of the 172 team level observations belong to teams where (1) a connector was a non-rotating member, (2) a connector left after Part A, and/or (3) a connector arrived after Part A.   
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TABLE 2: Sample Selection and Participant Descriptions   Panel A: Sample Selection at the Individual Level and Group Level  
Total Analysis Leave Analysis Arrive Analysis Total Analysis Leave Analysis Arrive Analysis
Total population 596 172
Less: Out of Scope Data3
Pair with 2-person group4 -5 -2Groups where a Connector stayed on team -71 -16Groups where a Connector replaced a Connector -6 -2
Less: Missing Data5
Missing demographic information6 -1 0
Missing Time 1 dependent variable(s)7 -4 0
Missing control(s)8 0 -7Eligible for Time 1 Analysis (ALL) 509 145
Less: Person who switched groups9 -139 0Eligible for Time 1 Analysis (STAY) 370 145Less: Missing DataMissing Time 2 dependent variable(s) -2 0Missing control(s) 0 -5Eligible for Time 2 Analysis 368 308 315 140 118 11960 2253 21255 255 97 97
Individuals1 Groups2
Connector replaced Non-Connector in groupNon-Connector replaced Connector in groupNon-Connector replaced Non-Connector in group    Panel B: Descriptions of Participants in the Individual Level Samples 
Total Population
Time 1 Analysis (ALL)
Time 1 Analysis (STAY)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)Sample Size 596 509 370 368 308 315
% Female10 50% 50% 50% 50% 49% 50%
% US Native10 36% 37% 41% 40% 39% 41%# of Teams Represented 172 152 152 152 129 130Avg. Team Size 3.6             3.6             3.6             3.6             3.6             3.6             # Connectors 44 22 0 0 0 0% Connectors 7% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0%# More Cooperative 415 349 242 242 203 207% More Cooperative 70% 69% 65% 66% 66% 66%      
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TABLE 2 (CONT.)   Panel C: Descriptions of Participating Groups in the Group Level Samples 
Total Population
Time 1 Analysis (ALL)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)
Sample Size 172 145 140 118 119
% Female11 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%
% US Native11 36% 37% 37% 35% 39%
Avg. Team Size 3.5             3.4             3.4             3.4             3.4                Endnotes to Table 2: 
1 The individual level analysis is based on participant responses to the questions in the Part A and Part B surveys.  These questions capture aspects of the team experience, cooperative social norms, and desire to remain in the group. 2 The group level analysis is based on the (1) Amazon Mechanical Turk's average caption ratings for each group's Part A and Part B captions and (2) time needed to complete each caption.  3 The out of scope data was collected for another paper.  It was never intended to be used in this paper. 4 Because a group with two members may be subject to different social processes than a group with three members (or more) (Yoon et al. 2013), I excluded the pair of groups where one group had only two members from my analysis. 5 Some participants left one or two random questions blank on the pre-experiment survey or one of the post-experiment surveys.  Thus, they (their groups) were excluded from the individual (group) level analysis. 6 The Time 1 individual level analysis mentioned in this paper needs no controls; however, the untabulated replication of Autrey et al. (2015b) needed demographic information and connector scores to create control variables.  Meanwhile, the Time 1 group level analysis needed the % Female and % NonNative in each group, so these controls for the group including the person with missing demographic information were computed based on the other team members' demographic information. 7 One of the individuals with missing dependent variable(s) at both Time 1 and Time 2 switched teams. 8 Because Time 1 (2) Minutes is used to compute Time 1 (2) Efficiency, the groups missing Time 1 (2) Minutes were also missing Time 1 (2) Efficiency.  For the Time 1 group level analysis, 8 groups were missing Time 1 Minutes, and 6 of these 8 were also missing Time 2 Minutes.  Of the 8 groups missing these controls, 1 was a group where the same Connector stayed on the team for both Time 1 and Time 2.   9 The total population included 172 individuals who switched teams, but 32 were out of scope data and 1 had missing data.  Of the 32 out of scope data, 2 relate to the pair with 2-person group, 28 relate to groups where the same Connector stayed on the team for both Time 1 and Time 2, and 2 relate to groups where a Connector replaced a Connector. 
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TABLE 2 (CONT.)   10 For the Total Population, this item was computed using the 595 observations that were not missing demographic data. 11 For the groups where individuals did not provide this demographic information, the percentage was computed based only on the members who did provide this demographic information.   Notes to Table 2:  
1. Panel A contains sample selection information related to the manipulation check, main analysis, and robustness checks.  Panel B (C) describes the participants (participating groups) in the individual (group) level samples. 2. See Table 3 for variable definitions.    
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TABLE 3: Variable Definitions and Measures   Panel A: Independent Variables  Variable Definition Current Connector Influence For the Time 1 Analyses: Set to 1 if the team had a connector for Time 1; otherwise set to 0.   For the Time 2 Analyses or the Change from Time 1 to Time 2 Analyses: Set to 1 if the team had a connector for Time 2, but not Time 1; otherwise set to 0.  NOTE: See my Methods chapter for more detailed discussion of how this variable was created. Prior Connector Influence For the Time 2 Analyses or the Change from Time 1 to Time 2 Analyses: Set to 1 if the team had a connector for Time 1, but not Time 2; otherwise set to 0.    NOTE: See my Methods chapter for more detailed discussion of how this variable was created. Less Cooperative Set to 1 if the team had at least one member among those who stayed on the team for both Time 1 and Time 2 that was not predisposed to cooperate; otherwise set to 0.  NOTE: See my Methods chapter for more detailed discussion of how this variable was created.  Panel B: Dependent Variables and Controls from Analyses of Organizational Benefits Reported By Team Member  Variable Definition T1 (T2) Team Experience Consistent with Autrey et al. (2015b), the Team experience component was computed by performing a principal component analysis on the Overlap, Perform, Cooperate, Fun, Free Expression, and Participation Rate obtained from the post-experiment survey taken at the end of Time 1 (2).  See panel B of Table 5A or 5B for the actual questions. T1 (T2) Cooperative Social Norms Sum of the individual’s responses to the questions from the Participative Safety Subscale (Anderson & West, 1994; as used by Kivimaki et al., 1997).  See panel A of Table 5A or 5B for more information about the actual questions. T1 (T2) Remain Individual response to the Desire to Remain in Group question (Autrey et al. 2015b).  See panel C of Table 5A or 5B for the actual question. Δ Predisposition to Cooperate Set to 1 if the team was not predisposed to cooperate during Time 1, but predisposed to cooperate during Time 2.  Set to -1 if the team was predisposed to cooperate during Time 1, but not predisposed to cooperate during Time 2.  Otherwise, set to 0.    
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TABLE 3 (CONT.)   Panel C: Dependent Variables and Controls from Analyses of Team Creativity Performance  Variable Definition T1 (T2) Creativity  Each mTurk rated the creativity of 10 random captions per image relative to an exemplar caption for that image.  I zscored these 10 creativity ratings by rater.  Then I averaged the zscores for each caption to create Avg. Caption # Creativity.  I averaged the Avg. Caption 1 (4) Creativity, Avg. Caption 2 (5) Creativity, and Avg. Caption 3 (6) Creativity to create T1 (T2) Creativity.  T1 (T2) Minutes The total time it took each team to complete three captions in Time 1 (2). T1 (T2) Efficiency Zero minus T1 (T2) Minutes. Avg. Connector Score 1 The average of the raw connector scores of all team members present for Time 1 (2) was computed.  The continuous version of this measure was dichotomized, such that Avg. Connector Score = 1 (0) when the group’s actual average connector score is above (below) the average for all groups.  NOTE: The raw connector scores for each individual were computed using the absolute connector method from Study 5 of Autrey et al. (2015a).  See my Methods chapter for more detailed discussion. % Female 1 Number of Female team members present for Time 1 (2) divided by total number of team members present for Time 1 (2). % NonNative  1 Number of NonNative team members present for Time 1 (2) divided by total number of team members present for Time 1 (2). Avg. Collectivism 1 The average of the collectivism scores of all team members present for Time 1 (2).  NOTE: Individual scores were obtained via the pre-experiment survey when participants answered three questions from the individualism/collectivism scale (Wagner 1995).  The three items selected were # 11 – 13 from Table 1 on page 162 in Wagner (1995).  A sample item is: “Working with a group is better than working alone.”  Participants used an 11-point Likert scale to rate how strongly they agree with each of the items selected from Wagner (1995).  Each participant’s response to item #12 was reverse-coded.  Then the reverse-coded response to item #12 and the raw responses to item #11 and item #13 were added up to compute a collectivism score for each individual. Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion 1 The average of the susceptibility to positive emotional contagion scores of all team members present for Time 1 (2).   NOTE: Individual scores were obtained via the pre-experiment survey when participants answered two questions from the susceptibility to positive and negative influence scale (Doherty 1997).  The two items selected were # 6 and #11 from Table 1 on page 136 in Doherty (1997).  A sample item is: “Being around happy people fills my mind with happy thoughts.”  Participants used an 11-point Likert scale to rate how strongly they agree with each of the items selected from Doherty (1997).  Each participant’s responses to these two questions were added up to compute an individual susceptibility to positive emotional contagion score.  
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TABLE 3 (CONT.)   Panel C (CONT.)  Variable Definition Avg. Creativity 1 The average of the self-reported creativity scores of all team members present for Time 1 (2).  NOTE: Individual scores were obtained via the pre-experiment survey when participants answered four questions from the creativity scale (De Jong and Den Hartog 2010).  The four items selected were x2, x4, x6, and x9 from Table 2 on page 29 in De Jong and Den Hartog (2010).  I adapted item x6 to better fit my experimental setting by replacing the phrase “important organizational” with the word “team”.  A sample item is: “generate original solutions for problems.”  Participants used a 5-point Likert scale to rate how often they performed the action in each of the items selected from De Jong and Den Hartog (2010).  Each participant’s responses to these four questions were added up to compute an individual creativity score. Avg. Verbal Ability 1 The average of the self-reported verbal ability scores of all team members present for Time 1 (2).  NOTE: Individual scores were obtained via the pre-experiment survey when participants answered the self-assessed verbal ability question (Autrey et al. 2015a): “Relative to my peers, my verbal ability is…”  This question has a 5-point Likert scale with responses ranging from “Much worse than average” to “Much better than average.” Group Size Number of team members.  This number does not change between Time 1 and Time 2.   Endnotes to Table 3: 
1 I use the Time 1 version of these controls when analyzing the Time 1 levels of organizational benefits, but I use the Time 2 version of these controls when analyzing the Time 2 levels of organizational benefits.   Notes to Table 3: 
1. The variables used in Tables 2 and 4 – 14 are defined in this table.   2. Definitions include discussion of what information was obtained from participants and how it was transformed to create the variables used in the analyses.   3. While the variables in Panel A are used in all analyses, the variables in Panel B (C) contain variables relevant to the analyses in Tables 7A, 7B, 8A, and 9A (7C, 8B, and 9B).   
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TABLE 4: Distribution of Observations by Condition   Panel A: Time 1 Distribution of Observations by Condition in Individual Level and Group Level Samples When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay  
Total Population
Time 1 Analysis (ALL)
Time 1 Analysis (STAY) Total Population
Time 1 Analysis (ALL)Current Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 164 158 114 49 47Current Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 286 274 201 82 77Current Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No 63 31 22 18 9Current Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes 83 46 33 23 12Total Observations 596 509 370 172 145
INDIVIDUALS GROUPS
  
Panel B: Time 1 Distribution of Observations by Condition in Individual Level and Group Level Samples When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1  
Total Population
Time 1 Analysis (ALL)
Time 1 Analysis (STAY) Total Population
Time 1 Analysis (ALL)Current Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 128 122 88 39 37Current Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 322 310 227 92 87Current Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No 55 31 22 16 9Current Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes 91 46 33 25 12Total Observations 596 509 370 172 145
INDIVIDUALS GROUPS
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TABLE 4 (CONT.)   Panel C: Time 2 Distribution of Observations by Condition in Individual Level and Group Level Samples When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay  
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 95 95 95 36 36 36Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 160 160 160 61 61 61Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No 22 22 0 9 9 0Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes 31 31 0 12 12 0Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 19 0 19 7 0 7Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 41 0 41 15 0 15Total Observations 368 308 315 140 118 119
INDIVIDUALS GROUPS
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TABLE 4 (CONT.)   Panel D: Time 2 Distribution of Observations by Condition in Individual Level and Group Level Samples When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1  
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 71 71 71 28 28 28Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 184 184 184 69 69 69Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No 22 22 0 9 9 0Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes 31 31 0 12 12 0Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 17 0 17 6 0 6Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 43 0 43 16 0 16Total Observations 368 308 315 140 118 119
INDIVIDUALS GROUPS
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TABLE 4 (CONT.)   Panel E: Time 2 Distribution of Observations by Condition in Individual Level and Group Level Samples When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 2  
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 63 63 63 26 26 26Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 192 192 192 71 71 71Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No 18 18 0 7 7 0Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes 35 35 0 14 14 0Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 17 0 17 6 0 6Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 43 0 43 16 0 16Total Observations 368 308 315 140 118 119
INDIVIDUALS GROUPS
 
 
Panel F: Number of Individual Level and Group Level Observations in Each Cell for Less Cooperative Groups at Time 1 and Time 2 based on 100% Group Membership  
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)Less Cooperative at Time 1 = YesLess Cooperative at Time 2 = Yes 244 203 213 92 77 80Less Cooperative at Time 1 = YesLess Cooperative at Time 2 = No 14 12 14 5 4 5Less Cooperative at Time 1 = NoLess Cooperative at Time 2 = Yes 26 24 22 9 8 7Less Cooperative at Time 1 = NoLess Cooperative at Time 2 = No 84 69 66 34 29 27Total Observations 368 308 315 140 118 119
INDIVIDUALS GROUPS
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TABLE 4 (CONT.)   Panel G: Time 2 Distribution of Observations by Condition in Individual Level and Group Level Samples When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay for Groups whose Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0  
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 63 63 63 26 26 26Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 160 160 160 61 61 61Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No 18 18 0 7 7 0Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes 31 31 0 12 12 0Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 15 0 15 5 0 5Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 41 0 41 15 0 15Total Observations 328 272 279 126 106 107
INDIVIDUALS GROUPS
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TABLE 4 (CONT.)   Panel H: Time 2 Distribution of Observations by Condition in Individual Level and Group Level Samples When Less Cooperative is based on 100% Group Membership for Groups whose Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0  
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE)
Time 2 Analysis (ARRIVE)Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 51 51 51 22 22 22Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 172 172 172 65 65 65Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No 18 18 0 7 7 0Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes 31 31 0 12 12 0Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 15 0 15 5 0 5Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 41 0 41 15 0 15Total Observations 328 272 279 126 106 107
INDIVIDUALS GROUPS
   Notes to Table 4: 
1. For the individual level and group level samples related to Time 1, Panel A (B) shows how many observations were in each condition when Less Cooperative is computed using only group members who remain in the same team for Time 1 and Time 2 (all group members who were on the team at Time 1).   2. For the individual level and group level samples related to Time 2, Panel C (D) [E] shows how many observations were in each condition when Less Cooperative is computed using only group members who remain in the same team for Time 1 and Time 2 (all group members who were on the team at Time 1) [all group members who were on the team at Time 2].   3. Panel F breaks out Δ Predisposition to Cooperate by showing which of the individual level and group level samples contain observations that became more cooperative, less cooperative, or experienced no change in predisposition to cooperate between Time 1 and Time 2.     
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TABLE 4 (CONT.)   4. For the individual level and group level samples related to Time 2, Panel G [H] shows how many observations were in each condition after removal of observations that experienced a change in predisposition to cooperate.   5. In Panel G (H), Less Cooperative is computed using only group members who remain in the same team for Time 1 and Time 2 (all group members who were on the team at Time 1).   6. Since the teams in the Panel H dataset experienced no change in predisposition to cooperate, Less Cooperative computed using all group members who were on the team at Time 1 would be equivalent to Less Cooperative computed using all group members who were on the team at Time 2. 7. In each individual level dataset related to Time 1, the number of observations in each condition refers to how many individuals were members of less cooperative teams vs. more cooperative teams with current exposure to a connector vs. no current exposure to a connector.   8. Meanwhile, in each group level dataset related to Time 1, the number of observations in each condition refers to how many teams were less cooperative vs. more cooperative with current exposure to a connector vs. no current exposure to a connector.   9. However, in each individual level dataset related to Time 2, the number of observations in each condition refers to how many individuals were members of less cooperative teams vs. more cooperative teams with prior exposure to a connector vs. no prior exposure to a connector and current exposure to a connector vs. no current exposure to a connector.   10. Furthermore, in each group level dataset related to Time 2, the number of observations in each condition refers to how many teams were less cooperative vs. more cooperative with prior exposure to a connector vs. no prior exposure to a connector and current exposure to a connector vs. no current exposure to a connector.   11. See Table 3 for variable definitions.   
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TABLE 5A: Measures of Organizational Benefits (Individual Level) based on the Time 1Analysis (ALL) and Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Samples   Panel A: Cooperative Social Norms  Cooperative Social Norms (Anderson & West, 1994; as used by Kivimaki et al., 1997)1 Time 1 (N = 509) Time 2 (N = 368) Change (N = 368) Variable Source Scored as M SD M SD M SD 
Share Info Participative Safety item # 1 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.79 2.03 9.01 1.77 0.26 1.72 
Together Attitude Participative Safety item # 2 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.28 2.36 8.58 2.15 0.33 1.80 
Share Influence Participative Safety item # 3 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.23 2.26 8.60 1.95 0.33 1.82 
Inform About Issues Participative Safety item # 4 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 7.87 2.53 8.35 2.15 0.45 1.78 
Feel Understood Participative Safety item # 5 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.86 1.92 8.95 1.84 0.14 1.51 
Listen to Everyone Participative Safety item # 6 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 9.42 1.78 9.26 1.69 -0.07 1.63 Share Info with Everyone Participative Safety item # 7 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 9.05 1.92 8.97 1.83 0.01 1.66 
Give & Take Participative Safety item # 10 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.04 2.46 8.26 2.28 0.30 1.85    
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TABLE 5A (CONT.)   Panel B: Team experience  Team experience (Autrey, Bauer, Jackson, & Klevsky, 2015b) Time 1 (N = 509) Time 2 (N = 368) Change (N = 368) Variable Survey Question Scored as M SD M SD M SD 
Overlap2 
Select the pictures below that best describe how your personal attributes, qualities, and values align or overlap with the attributes, qualities, and values of your group. 
1 = non-overlapping circles to 7 = almost completely overlapping circles 4.81 1.23 4.69 1.24 -0.10 1.10 
Perform How well did your group perform in completing the assigned tasks?   1 = Performed Very Poorly to 11 = Performed Very Well 9.10 1.69 9.17 1.60 0.19 1.59 
Cooperate How well did the group cooperate in completing the assigned tasks? 1 = Cooperated Very Poorly to 11 = Cooperated Very Well 9.42 1.76 9.31 1.63 -0.01 1.47 
Fun How much fun did you have working with your group in completing the assigned tasks? 1 = Not at all fun to 11 = Very fun 7.85 2.46 8.20 2.26 0.30 1.89 
More Fun  Diff Grp3 
How much more fun would you have had completing the assigned tasks if you had been part of a different group? 
1 = Not at all more fun to 11 = Very much more fun 5.23 2.59 6.23 2.74 0.92 2.29 
Free Expression How free did you feel to offer your opinions or suggestions when participating in the group discussion? 
1 = Not at all free to express myself to 11 = Very much free to express myself 9.39 1.82 9.43 1.56 0.12 1.62 
Participation Rate 
Please indicate the number of participants in your group (including yourself). Participation Rate scored as # helped divided by # members 0.95 0.13 0.96 0.12 0.01 0.14 Please indicate the number of group members who helped complete the tasks (including yourself).  
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TABLE 5A (CONT.)   Panel C: Remain  Desire to Remain in Group (Autrey, Bauer, Jackson, & Klevsky, 2015b) Time 1 (N = 509) Time 2 (N = 368) Change (N = 368) Variable Survey Question Scored as M SD M SD M SD Remain If given the opportunity to complete an additional task, how much would you like to remain on the same group versus join a different group? 
1 = Very much like to change groups to 11 = Very much like to remain in same group 
7.95 2.38 7.95 2.24 -0.11 2.24 
  Endnotes to Table 5A: 
1 The Cooperative Social Norms questions were the items capturing participative safety in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997).  They were adapted from items that Kivimaki et al. (1997) selected from the Team Climate Inventory (Anderson and West, 1994).  The original items selected from the Team Climate Inventory are # 13 – 20 in Table 1 on page 246 of Anderson and West (1998).  A sample item is: “There is a lot of give and take.” 2 The Overlap question is the Inclusion of Others in the Self Scale (Aron et al. 1992), which served as a proxy for group identity in prior research (e.g., Bauer 2015, Autrey et al. 2015b).  I define group identity as feeling like one belongs to a particular group and behaving like a typical group member would (e.g., Ellemers et al. 2004). 3 Although I collected information on More Fun Diff Grp, I do not use this variable in further analysis because it does not load on the Team Experience Component.   Notes to Table 5A: 
1. This table contains the questions used to compute the proxies for organizational benefits.   2. For each question, the mean and standard deviation for Time 1, Time 2, and Change between Time 1 and Time 2 is disclosed.   3. See Table 3 for more discussion of how each measure was computed.  
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TABLE 5B: Measures of Organizational Benefits (Individual Level) based on the Time 1Analysis (STAY) and Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Samples   Panel A: Cooperative Social Norms  Cooperative Social Norms (Anderson & West, 1994; as used by Kivimaki et al., 1997) Time 1 (N = 370) Time 2 (N = 368) Change (N = 368) Variable Source Scored as M SD M SD M SD 
Share Info Participative Safety item # 1 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.75 1.96 9.01 1.77 0.26 1.72 
Together Attitude Participative Safety item # 2 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.25 2.22 8.58 2.15 0.33 1.80 
Share Influence Participative Safety item # 3 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.27 2.14 8.60 1.95 0.33 1.82 
Inform About Issues Participative Safety item # 4 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 7.90 2.40 8.35 2.15 0.45 1.78 
Feel Understood Participative Safety item # 5 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.80 1.90 8.95 1.84 0.14 1.51 
Listen to Everyone Participative Safety item # 6 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 9.33 1.81 9.26 1.69 -0.07 1.63 Share Info with Everyone Participative Safety item # 7 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 8.96 1.93 8.97 1.83 0.01 1.66 
Give & Take Participative Safety item # 10 in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997) Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 11 7.95 2.41 8.26 2.28 0.30 1.85    
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TABLE 5B (CONT.)   Panel B: Team experience  Team experience (Autrey, Bauer, Jackson, & Klevsky, 2015b) Time 1 (N = 370) Time 2 (N = 368) Change (N = 368) Variable Survey Question Scored as M SD M SD M SD 
Overlap1 
Select the pictures below that best describe how your personal attributes, qualities, and values align or overlap with the attributes, qualities, and values of your group. 
1 = non-overlapping circles to 7 = almost completely overlapping circles 4.79 1.18 4.69 1.24 -0.10 1.10 
Perform How well did your group perform in completing the assigned tasks?   1 = Performed Very Poorly to 11 = Performed Very Well 8.98 1.69 9.17 1.60 0.19 1.59 
Cooperate How well did the group cooperate in completing the assigned tasks? 1 = Cooperated Very Poorly to 11 = Cooperated Very Well 9.32 1.67 9.31 1.63 -0.01 1.47 
Fun How much fun did you have working with your group in completing the assigned tasks? 1 = Not at all fun to 11 = Very fun 7.91 2.32 8.20 2.26 0.30 1.89 
More Fun  Diff Grp2 
How much more fun would you have had completing the assigned tasks if you had been part of a different group? 
1 = Not at all more fun to 11 = Very much more fun 5.32 2.52 6.23 2.74 0.92 2.29 
Free Expression 
How free did you feel to offer your opinions or suggestions when participating in the group discussion? 
1 = Not at all free to express myself to 11 = Very much free to express myself 9.30 1.81 9.43 1.56 0.12 1.62 
Participation Rate 
Please indicate the number of participants in your group (including yourself). Participation Rate scored as # helped divided by # members 0.95 0.13 0.96 0.12 0.01 0.14 Please indicate the number of group members who helped complete the tasks (including yourself).  
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TABLE 5B (CONT.)   Panel C: Remain  Desire to Remain in Group (Autrey, Bauer, Jackson, & Klevsky, 2015b) Time 1 (N = 370) Time 2 (N = 368) Change (N = 368) Variable Survey Question Scored as M SD M SD M SD Remain If given the opportunity to complete an additional task, how much would you like to remain on the same group versus join a different group? 
1 = Very much like to change groups to 11 = Very much like to remain in same group 
8.05 2.27 7.95 2.24 -0.11 2.24 
  Endnotes to Table 5B: 
1 The Cooperative Social Norms questions were the items capturing participative safety in Table 2 on page 382 of Kivimaki et al. (1997).  They were adapted from items that Kivimaki et al. (1997) selected from the Team Climate Inventory (Anderson and West, 1994).  The original items selected from the Team Climate Inventory are # 13 – 20 in Table 1 on page 246 of Anderson and West (1998).  A sample item is: “There is a lot of give and take.” 2 The Overlap question is the Inclusion of Others in the Self Scale (Aron et al. 1992), which served as a proxy for group identity in prior research (e.g., Bauer 2015, Autrey et al. 2015b).  I define group identity as feeling like one belongs to a particular group and behaving like a typical group member would (e.g., Ellemers et al. 2004). 3 Although I collected information on More Fun Diff Grp, I do not use this variable in further analysis because it does not load on the Team Experience Component.   Notes to Table 5B: 
1. This table contains the questions used to compute the proxies for organizational benefits.   2. For each question, the mean and standard deviation for Time 1, Time 2, and Change between Time 1 and Time 2 is disclosed.   3. See Table 3 for more discussion of how each measure was computed.  
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TABLE 6A: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Analysis of Team Creativity Performance at Time 1 (N = 145)   Panel A: Means and Standard Deviations  
Variable M SD
1 Current Connector Influence 0.14 0.35
2 Less Cooperative 0.61 0.49
3 Avg. Connector Score 0.47 0.50
4 % Female 0.50 0.21
5 % NonNative 0.37 0.26
6 Avg. Collectivism 11.98 2.14
7 Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion 10.28 1.19
8 Avg. Creativity 14.24 1.13
9 Avg. Verbal Ability 3.65 0.43
10 Group Size 3.43 0.66
11 T1 Minutes 7.65 3.90    Panel B: Correlations  
Variable 1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9     10    
1 Current Connector Influence 1.00
2 Less Cooperative -0.04 1.00
3 Avg. Connector Score 0.32 *** -0.22 *** 1.00
4 % Female 0.03 -0.07 -0.01 1.00
5 % NonNative -0.13 0.03 -0.14 * 0.26 *** 1.00
6 Avg. Collectivism 0.25 *** -0.06 0.13 -0.06 0.00 1.00
7 Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion 0.25 *** 0.00 0.32 *** -0.01 -0.03 0.20 ** 1.00
8 Avg. Creativity 0.20 ** 0.10 0.40 *** -0.10 -0.13 0.19 ** 0.33 *** 1.00
9 Avg. Verbal Ability 0.15 * 0.00 0.17 ** -0.06 -0.17 ** 0.00 -0.06 0.15 * 1.00
10 Group Size 0.06 0.06 0.04 -0.05 -0.04 0.14 -0.03 0.11 0.07 1.00
11 T1 Minutes -0.09 -0.02 -0.11 0.15 * 0.23 *** -0.01 0.05 -0.03 0.00 -0.04   
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TABLE 6A (CONT.)   Notes to Table 6A: 
1. This table contains the mean, standard deviation, and correlations for the variables included in the Time 1 analysis of Team Creativity Performance and Team Efficiency (Table 7C).   2. Please note that the measures of aggregated individual differences listed above were computed based on responses from all Time 1 group members. 3. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed.    4. See Table 3 for variable definitions.
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TABLE 6B: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Analysis of Team Creativity Performance at Time 2 (N = 140)   Panel A: Means and Standard Deviations  
Variable M SD
1 Prior Connector Influence 0.15 0.36
2 Current Connector Influence 0.16 0.37
3 Less Cooperative 0.63 0.48
4 Avg. Connector Score 0.45 0.50
5 % Female 0.49 0.25
6 % NonNative 0.37 0.26
7 Avg. Collectivism 11.91 2.09
8 Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion 10.25 1.28
9 Avg. Creativity 14.21 1.12
10 Avg. Verbal Ability 3.66 0.40
11 Group Size 3.42 0.69
12 T2 Minutes 6.18 2.64
13 Δ Predisposition to Cooperate -0.03 0.32     
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TABLE 6B (CONT.)   Panel B: Correlations  
Variable 1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9     10    11   
1 Prior Connector Influence 1.00
2 Current Connector Influence -0.18 ** 1.00
3 Less Cooperative -0.05 0.05 1.00
4 Avg. Connector Score -0.10 0.28 *** -0.11 1.00
5 % Female -0.06 0.15 * -0.13 0.06 1.00
6 % NonNative 0.01 0.05 -0.03 -0.14 * 0.21 ** 1.00
7 Avg. Collectivism 0.12 0.09 -0.03 0.15 * -0.13 0.01 1.00
8 Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion 0.04 0.18 ** -0.04 0.40 *** -0.06 0.02 0.18 ** 1.00
9 Avg. Creativity 0.01 0.20 ** 0.23 *** 0.37 *** -0.09 -0.12 0.10 0.36 *** 1.00
10 Avg. Verbal Ability -0.01 0.17 ** -0.03 0.20 ** -0.13 -0.16 * 0.03 -0.06 0.13 1.00
11 Group Size 0.12 0.14 0.04 0.09 0.00 -0.05 0.12 -0.03 0.13 0.14 1.00
12 T2 Minutes -0.13 -0.09 -0.05 0.00 0.00 0.13 -0.01 0.12 -0.03 0.01 -0.06   
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TABLE 6B (CONT.)   Panel C: Correlations (CONT.)  
Variable 13    
1 Prior Connector Influence -0.09
2 Current Connector Influence 0.04
3 Less Cooperative 0.12
4 Avg. Connector Score 0.04
5 % Female 0.09
6 % NonNative -0.03
7 Avg. Collectivism 0.00
8 Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion 0.07
9 Avg. Creativity 0.04
10 Avg. Verbal Ability 0.18 **
11 Group Size -0.01
12 T2 Minutes -0.03
13 Δ Predisposition to Cooperate 1.00    Notes to Table 6B: 
1. This table contains the mean, standard deviation, and correlations for the variables included in the Time 2 analysis of Team Creativity Performance and Team Efficiency (Table 9B).   2. Please note that the measures of aggregated individual differences listed above were computed based on responses from all Time 2 group members. 3. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed.    4. See Table 3 for variable definitions.
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TABLE 7A: Analysis of Time 1 Team Processes using the Time 1 Analysis (ALL) Sample   Panel A: ANOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept 0.20 ** 70.26 *** 8.33 ***(0.10) (0.84) (0.15)Current Connector Influence 0.54 *** 4.93 *** 1.06 ***(0.20) (1.68) (0.29)
# of Groups 152 152 152# of Individuals 509 509 509
R2 1% 2% 3%
dfnum 1 1 1
dfden 151 151 151
F (dfnum,dfden) 6.99 *** 8.66 *** 13.39 ***
T1 Team Experience T1 Cooperative Social Norms T1 Remain
   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 -0.07  67.79 *** 7.79 ***
(0.10) (0.83) (0.14)
Current Connector Influence β1 0.54 *** 4.93 *** 1.06 ***
(0.20) (1.68) (0.29)
# of Groups 152 152 152# of Individuals 509 509 509
R2 1% 2% 3%
dfnum 1 1 1
dfden 151 151 151
F (dfnum,dfden) 6.99 *** 8.66 *** 13.39 ***
T1 Team Experience T1 Cooperative Social Norms T1 Remain
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TABLE 7A (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T1 Team Experience T1 Cooperative Social Norms T1 Remain
Current Connector Influence = Yes
Mean = β0 + β1 0.47 72.73 8.86
SE 0.18 1.46 0.2695% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) 0.12 69.85 8.3595% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.83 75.60 9.36Current Connector Influence = No
Mean = β0 -0.07 67.79 7.79
SE 0.10 0.83 0.1495% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.26 66.15 7.5295% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.12 69.44 8.07    Notes to Table 7A: 
1. Panel A and B contain linear regressions with standard errors clustered by team.   2. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANOVA’s because the Current Connector Influence dummy variable was set to (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current Connector Influence dummy variable was set to (0, 1).   3. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   5. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   6. See the individual-level "Time 1 Analysis (ALL)" column in Panel A of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.  Please note the sum of Less Cooperative and More Cooperative cells where Current Connector Influence = Yes (No) is the same in Panel A of Table 4 as Panel B of Table 4.   7. Because there is no significant Current Connector Influence x Less Cooperative interaction at Time 1, either version of the “Time 1 Analysis (ALL)” sample [i.e., when Less Cooperative was based on (A) Only Group Members Who Stay or (B) 100% of Group Members at Time 1] will produce the same results reported in Panels A – C of Table 7A. 8. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 7B: Analysis of Time 1 Team Processes using the Time 1 Analysis (STAY) Sample   Panel A: ANOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept 0.08  69.71 *** 8.36 ***(0.12) (0.86) (0.14)Current Connector Influence 0.40 ** 4.22 *** 0.88 ***(0.23) (1.73) (0.28)
# of Groups 152 152 152# of Individuals 370 370 370
R2 1% 1% 2%
dfnum 1 1 1
dfden 151 151 151
F (dfnum,dfden) 2.94 * 5.97 ** 9.76 ***
T1 Team Experience T1 Cooperative Social Norms T1 Remain
 
 
Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 -0.12  67.59 *** 7.92 ***
(0.10) (0.87) (0.15)
Current Connector Influence β1 0.40 ** 4.22 *** 0.88 ***
(0.23) (1.73) (0.28)
# of Groups 152 152 152# of Individuals 370 370 370
R2 1% 1% 2%
dfnum 1 1 1
dfden 151 151 151
F (dfnum,dfden) 2.94 * 5.97 ** 9.76 ***
T1 Team Experience T1 Cooperative Social Norms T1 Remain
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TABLE 7B (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T1 Team Experience T1 Cooperative Social Norms T1 Remain
Current Connector Influence = Yes
Mean = β0 + β1 0.28 71.82 8.80
SE 0.21 1.49 0.2495% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.13 68.86 8.3295% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.69 74.77 9.28Current Connector Influence = No
Mean = β0 -0.12 67.59 7.92
SE 0.10 0.87 0.1595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.31 65.88 7.6395% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.07 69.31 8.20    Notes to Table 7B: 
1. Panel A and B contain linear regressions with standard errors clustered by team.   2. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANOVA’s because the Current Connector Influence dummy variable was set to (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current Connector Influence dummy variable was set to (0, 1).   3. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   5. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   6. See the individual-level "Time 1 Analysis (STAY)" column in Panel A of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.  Please note the sum of Less Cooperative and More Cooperative cells where Current Connector Influence = Yes (No) is the same in Panel A of Table 4 as Panel B of Table 4.   7. Because there is no significant Current Connector Influence x Less Cooperative interaction at Time 1, either version of the “Time 1 Analysis (STAY)” sample [i.e., when Less Cooperative was based on (A) Only Group Members Who Stay or (B) 100% of Group Members at Time 1] will produce the same results reported in Panels A – C of Table 7B. 8. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 7C: Analysis of Time 1 Team Performance using the Time 1 Analysis (ALL) Sample   Panel A: ANCOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept -0.98 ** -3.34(0.47) (3.02)Current Connector Influence -0.11 * 0.80(0.08) (0.95)Less Cooperative -0.03  0.70(0.07) (0.92)Current Connector Influence 0.01  1.44x Less Cooperative (0.15) (1.86)Avg. Connector Score -0.16 ***(0.06)% Female 0.04  (0.13)% NonNative -0.44 *** -3.24 ***(0.10) (1.23)Avg. Collectivism -0.01  (0.01)Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion 0.01  -0.28(0.02) (0.28)Avg. Creativity 0.05 *(0.03)Avg. Verbal Ability 0.15 **(0.06)Group Size -0.02  (0.04)T1 Minutes 0.01  (0.01)
# of Groups 145 145
R2 23% 7%
dfnum 12 5
dfden 144 144
F (dfnum,dfden) 3.30 *** 1.97 *
T1 Creativity T1 Efficiency
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TABLE 7C (CONT.)   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 -0.91 * -3.72
(0.46) (2.95)
Current Connector Influence β1 -0.12  0.08(0.11) (1.40)
Less Cooperative β2 -0.04  -0.02(0.06) (0.71)
Current Connector Influence β3 0.01  1.44
x Less Cooperative (0.15) (1.86)
Avg. Connector Score β4 -0.16 ***
(0.06)
% Female β5 0.04  
(0.13)
% NonNative β6 -0.44 *** -3.24 ***
(0.10) (1.23)
Avg. Collectivism β7 -0.01  
(0.01)
Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion β8 0.01  -0.28
(0.02) (0.28)
Avg. Creativity β9 0.05 *
(0.03)
Avg. Verbal Ability β10 0.15 **
(0.06)
Group Size β11 -0.02  (0.04)
Time 1 Minutes β12 0.01  (0.01)
# of Groups 145 145
R2 23% 7%
dfnum 12 5
dfden 144 144
F (dfnum,dfden) 3.30 *** 1.97 *
T1 Creativity T1 Efficiency
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TABLE 7C (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T1 Creativity T1 EfficiencyCurrent Connector Influence = NoLess Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [4,…,12] 0.03 -7.77SE 0.04 0.5695% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.06 -8.8895% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.12 -6.66Current Connector Influence = NoLess Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β2 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [4,…,12] -0.01 -7.79SE 0.04 0.4495% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.08 -8.6695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.06 -6.92Current Connector Influence = YesLess Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β1 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [4,…,12] -0.09 -7.69SE 0.11 1.2895% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.30 -10.2395% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.12 -5.15Current Connector Influence = YesLess Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β1 + β2 + β3 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [4,…,12] -0.11 -6.27
SE 0.09 1.1695% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.30 -8.5695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.07 -3.99  
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TABLE 7C (CONT.)   Panel D: Simple Effects (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T1 Creativity T1 EfficiencyCurrent Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 -0.12 0.08
t (1, 144) -1.04 0.06One-tailed p-value 0.15 0.48Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β3 -0.11 1.52t (1, 144) -1.08 1.21One-tailed p-value 0.14 0.11Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence
Estimate = β2 -0.04 -0.02
t (1, 144) -0.61 -0.03One-tailed p-value 0.27 0.49Less Cooperative, given Current Connector Influence
Estimate = β2 + β3 -0.02 1.41
t (1, 144) -0.18 0.83One-tailed p-value 0.43 0.20    Notes to Table 7C: 
1. Panel A and B contain OLS linear regressions.   2. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANCOVA’s because the Current Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (0, 1).   3. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   5. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.  The impact of the controls on each cell’s mean was computed by multiplying each control’s coefficient from Panel B by its mean from Table 6A.   6. Panel D contains the simple effects for each regression that were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B. 7. See the group-level "Time 1 Analysis (ALL)" column in Panel A of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.  Please note the sum of Less Cooperative and More Cooperative cells where Current Connector Influence = Yes (No) is the same in Panel A of Table 4 as Panel B of Table 4.   
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TABLE 7C (CONT.)   8. Because there is no significant Current Connector Influence x Less Cooperative interaction at Time 1, either version of the “Time 1 Analysis (ALL)” sample [i.e., when Less Cooperative was based on (A) Only Group Members Who Stay or (B) 100% of Group Members at Time 1] will produce the same results reported in Panels A – C of Table 7C. 9. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 8A: Analysis of Change in Team Processes using the Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample   Panel A: ANCOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept 0.19  16.32 *** 3.97 ***(0.12) (2.98) (0.42)Prior Connector Influence 0.27 * -0.59  -0.16  (0.20) (1.20) (0.27)Current Connector Influence 0.10  1.11  0.12  (0.18) (1.34) (0.27)Less Cooperative 0.54 ** 4.15 *** 0.47 *(0.24) (1.67) (0.34)Prior Connector Influence 0.91 *** 7.52 *** 1.13 **x Less Cooperative (0.39) (2.39) (0.54)Current Connector Influence 0.67 ** 3.89 * 0.72 *x Less Cooperative (0.36) (2.71) (0.54)Δ Predisposition to Cooperate -0.16  -2.07 ** 0.26  (0.19) (1.02) (0.29)T1 Team Experience 0.67 ***(0.04)T1 Cooperative Social Norms 0.79 ***(0.04)T1 Remain 0.50 ***(0.05)
# of Groups 152 152 152# of Individuals 368 368 368
R2 46% 63% 27%
dfnum 7 7 7
dfden 151 151 151
F (dfnum,dfden) 41.34 *** 81.99 *** 18.68 ***
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 Remain
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TABLE 8A (CONT.)   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 0.14  16.83 *** 4.22 ***
(0.13) (2.85) (0.42)
Prior Connector Influence β1 -0.19  -4.35 ** -0.73 **
(0.35) (1.96) (0.38)
Current Connector Influence β2 -0.23  -0.83  -0.24  
(0.29) (2.26) (0.38)
Less Cooperative β3 -0.25 * -1.55 * -0.46 **
(0.17) (1.03) (0.24)
Prior Connector Influence β4 0.91 *** 7.52 *** 1.13 **
x Less Cooperative (0.39) (2.39) (0.54)
Current Connector Influence β5 0.67 ** 3.89 * 0.72 *
x Less Cooperative (0.36) (2.71) (0.54)
Δ Predisposition to Cooperate β6 -0.16  -2.07 ** 0.26  
(0.19) (1.02) (0.29)
T1 Team Experience β7 0.67 ***
(0.04)
T1 Cooperative Social Norms β8 0.79 ***
(0.04)
T1 Remain β9 0.50 ***
(0.05)
# of Groups 152 152 152# of Individuals 368 368 368
R2 46% 63% 27%
dfnum 7 7 7
dfden 151 151 151
F (dfnum,dfden) 41.34 *** 81.99 *** 18.68 ***
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 Remain
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TABLE 8A (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 RemainCurrent Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.14 16.90 4.21SE 0.13 2.85 0.4295% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.12 11.26 3.3995% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.40 22.54 5.03Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β3 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 -0.11 15.34 3.75SE 0.10 2.77 0.4195% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.32 9.86 2.9595% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.09 20.83 4.56Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β1 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 -0.05 12.55 3.48SE 0.32 3.42 0.5595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.69 5.79 2.4095% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.59 19.31 4.56Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β1 + β3 + β4 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.61 18.52 4.16SE 0.14 3.04 0.5395% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) 0.34 12.52 3.1095% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.89 24.52 5.21Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β2 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 -0.09 16.07 3.97SE 0.26 3.40 0.4895% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.61 9.35 3.0295% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.42 22.78 4.92Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β2 + β3 + β5 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.33 18.40 4.23SE 0.19 3.36 0.5195% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.04 11.76 3.2295% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.69 25.04 5.24  
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TABLE 8A (CONT.)   Panel D: Simple Effects (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 Remain
Prior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 -0.19 -4.35 -0.73
t (1, 151) -0.54 -2.21 -1.92One-tailed p-value 0.29 0.01 0.03Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 0.73 3.18 0.40t (1, 151) 4.17 2.31 1.03One-tailed p-value <0.01 0.01 0.15Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β2 -0.24 -0.83 -0.24t (1, 151) -0.80 -0.37 -0.64One-tailed p-value 0.21 0.36 0.26Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β2 + β5 0.44 3.05 0.48t (1, 151) 2.06 2.08 1.22One-tailed p-value 0.02 0.02 0.11Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 -0.25 -1.55 -0.46t (1, 151) -1.49 -1.51 -1.89One-tailed p-value 0.07 0.07 0.03Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β4 0.66 5.97 0.67t (1, 151) 1.89 2.72 1.41One-tailed p-value 0.03 <0.01 0.08Less Cooperative, given Current Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β5 0.42 2.33 0.26t (1, 151) 1.31 0.93 0.54One-tailed p-value 0.10 0.18 0.29  
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TABLE 8A (CONT.)   Panel E: Simple Contrasts (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 RemainPrior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 - β2 0.05 -3.52 -0.48
t (1, 151) 0.11 -1.24 -1.00One-tailed p-value 0.46 0.11 0.16Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given Less CooperativeEstimate = β1 + β4 - β2 - β5 0.29 0.12 -0.08t (1, 151) 1.24 0.07 -0.15One-tailed p-value 0.11 0.47 0.44    Notes to Table 8A: 
1. In this Table, I analyze the change in team processes from Time 1 to Time 2 by regressing the Time 2 Team Processes on the Time 1 Team Processes. 2. Panel A and B contain linear regressions with standard errors clustered by team.   3. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANCOVA’s because the Current Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (0, 1).   4. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   5. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   6. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.  The impact of the Δ Predisposition to Cooperate control on each cell’s mean was computed by multiplying its coefficient from Panel B by its mean of -0.03.   7. See the individual-level "Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)" column in Panel C of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.   8. Panel D (E) contains the simple effects (simple contrasts) for each regression that were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   9. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 8B: Analysis of Change in Team Performance using the Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample   Panel A: ANCOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept 0.06  -4.45 ***(0.05) (0.58)Prior Connector Influence 0.06  0.87 *(0.07) (0.63)Current Connector Influence 0.02  0.83(0.07) (0.65)Less Cooperative 0.15 ** 0.68(0.09) (0.82)Prior Connector Influence 0.19 * 1.61x Less Cooperative (0.14) (1.27)Current Connector Influence 0.16  -0.48x Less Cooperative (0.14) (1.30)Δ Predisposition to Cooperate -0.02  0.11(0.08) (0.70)T1 Creativity 0.34 ***(0.07)Time 1 Efficiency 0.15 ***(0.06)
# of Groups 140 140
R2 16% 10%
dfnum 7 7
dfden 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 3.65 *** 2.10 **
T2 Creativity T2 Efficiency
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TABLE 8B (CONT.)   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 0.03  -5.36 ***
(0.05) (0.61)
Prior Connector Influence β1 -0.03  0.07
(0.11) (0.97)
Current Connector Influence β2 -0.06  1.07
(0.12) (1.06)
Less Cooperative β3 -0.02  0.11
(0.06) (0.54)
Prior Connector Influence β4 0.19 * 1.61
x Less Cooperative (0.14) (1.27)
Current Connector Influence β5 0.16  -0.48
x Less Cooperative (0.14) (1.30)
Δ Predisposition to Cooperate β6 -0.02  0.11
(0.08) (0.70)
T1 Creativity β7 0.34 ***
(0.07)
Time 1 Efficiency β8 0.15 ***
(0.06)
# of Groups 140 140
R2 16% 10%
dfnum 7 7
dfden 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 3.65 *** 2.10 **
T2 Creativity T2 Efficiency
 
  
131  
TABLE 8B (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Creativity T2 EfficiencyCurrent Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.03 -5.36SE 0.05 0.6195% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.06 -6.5695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.12 -4.16Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β3 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.01 -5.25SE 0.04 0.5695% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.06 -6.3695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.08 -4.13Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β1 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.00 -5.29SE 0.09 0.9795% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.19 -7.2195% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.19 -3.37Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β1 + β3 + β4 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.17 -3.57SE 0.08 0.8295% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) 0.01 -5.2095% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.33 -1.94Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β2 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 -0.03 -4.29SE 0.11 1.0595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.24 -6.3895% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.17 -2.21Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β2 + β3 + β5 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.10 -4.66SE 0.07 0.7995% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.04 -6.2295% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.25 -3.11  
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TABLE 8B (CONT.)   Panel D: Simple Effects (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Creativity T2 EfficiencyPrior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 -0.03 0.07
t (1, 139) -0.30 0.07One-tailed p-value 0.38 0.47Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 0.16 1.68t (1, 139) 1.79 2.05One-tailed p-value 0.04 0.02Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β2 -0.06 1.07
t (1, 139) -0.56 1.00One-tailed p-value 0.29 0.16Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β2 + β5 0.10 0.58t (1, 139) 1.19 0.79One-tailed p-value 0.12 0.22Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 -0.02 0.11
t (1, 139) -0.37 0.20One-tailed p-value 0.35 0.42Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β4 0.17 1.72
t (1, 139) 1.35 1.50One-tailed p-value 0.09 0.07Less Cooperative, given Current Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β5 0.14 -0.37t (1, 139) 1.09 -0.31One-tailed p-value 0.14 0.38  
 
  
133  
TABLE 8B (CONT.)   Panel E: Simple Contrasts (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Creativity T2 EfficiencyPrior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 - β2 0.03 -1.00t (1, 139) 0.23 -0.77One-tailed p-value 0.41 0.22Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 - β2 - β5 0.06 1.09t (1, 139) 0.57 1.09One-tailed p-value 0.29 0.14    Notes to Table 8B: 
1. In this Table, I analyze the change in team performance from Time 1 to Time 2 by regressing the Time 2 Team Performance on the Time 1 Team Performance. 2. Panel A and B contain OLS linear regressions.   3. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANCOVA’s because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to  (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (0, 1).   4. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   5. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   6. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.  The impact of the Δ Predisposition to Cooperate control on each cell’s mean was computed by multiplying its coefficient from Panel B by its mean of -0.03.   7. See the group-level "Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)" column in Panel C of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.   8. Panel D (E) contains the simple effects (simple contrasts) for each regression that were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   9. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 9A: Analysis of Time 2 Team Processes using the Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample   Panel A: ANCOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept 0.22  70.84 *** 8.06 ***(0.15) (1.58) (0.20)Prior Connector Influence 0.54 ** 2.53  0.28  (0.25) (2.10) (0.31)Current Connector Influence 0.00  0.19  -0.07  (0.24) (2.67) (0.33)Less Cooperative 0.69 ** 4.24 * 0.78 **(0.31) (3.16) (0.41)Prior Connector Influence 0.98 ** 7.78 ** 1.41 **x Less Cooperative (0.49) (4.19) (0.61)Current Connector Influence 1.00 ** 5.32  1.48 **x Less Cooperative (0.49) (5.34) (0.66)Δ Predisposition to Cooperate -0.18  -4.25 * 0.27  (0.26) (2.36) (0.34)
# of Groups 152 152 152# of Individuals 368 368 368
R2 4% 3% 3%
dfnum 6 6 6
dfden 151 151 151
F (dfnum,dfden) 3.40 *** 2.15 * 1.88 *
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 Remain
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TABLE 9A (CONT.)   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 0.10  70.63 *** 8.29 ***(0.18) (1.55) (0.21)
Prior Connector Influence β1 0.05  -1.36  -0.42  (0.42) (3.60) (0.41)
Current Connector Influence β2 -0.50 * -2.47  -0.81 **(0.38) (4.35) (0.44)
Less Cooperative β3 -0.30 * -2.31  -0.66 **(0.23) (1.89) (0.29)
Prior Connector Influence β4 0.98 ** 7.78 ** 1.41 **x Less Cooperative (0.49) (4.19) (0.61)
Current Connector Influence β5 1.00 ** 5.32  1.48 **x Less Cooperative (0.49) (5.34) (0.66)
Δ Predisposition to Cooperate β6 -0.18  -4.25 * 0.27  (0.26) (2.36) (0.34)
# of Groups 152 152 152# of Individuals 368 368 368
R2 4% 3% 3%
dfnum 6 6 6
dfden 151 151 151
F (dfnum,dfden) 3.40 *** 2.15 * 1.88 *
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 Remain
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TABLE 9A (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 RemainCurrent Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.10 70.77 8.28SE 0.18 1.54 0.2195% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.26 67.73 7.8695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.47 73.81 8.69Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β3 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 -0.20 68.46 7.62
SE 0.15 1.07 0.1995% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.49 66.34 7.2395% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.09 70.58 8.00Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β1 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.15 69.41 7.86SE 0.38 3.29 0.3595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.60 62.90 7.1695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.91 75.92 8.55Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β1 + β3 + β4 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.83 74.88 8.60SE 0.20 1.87 0.4195% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) 0.43 71.18 7.8095% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 1.23 78.58 9.41Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β2 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 -0.40 68.30 7.46SE 0.33 4.08 0.3995% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -1.05 60.24 6.6995% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.25 76.35 8.24Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β2 + β3 + β5 + Σβi*Meani, and i = 6 0.30 71.31 8.28SE 0.28 2.91 0.4595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.24 65.57 7.3995% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.84 77.05 9.18  
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TABLE 9A (CONT.)   Panel D: Simple Effects (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 Remain
Prior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 0.05 -1.36 -0.42
t (1, 151) 0.12 -0.38 -1.02One-tailed p-value 0.45 0.35 0.16Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 1.03 6.42 0.99t (1, 151) 4.14 2.98 2.18One-tailed p-value <0.01 <0.01 0.02Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β2 -0.50 -2.47 -0.81t (1, 151) -1.34 -0.57 -1.83One-tailed p-value 0.09 0.29 0.03Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β2 + β5 0.50 2.85 0.67t (1, 151) 1.60 0.92 1.35One-tailed p-value 0.06 0.18 0.09Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 -0.30 -2.31 -0.66t (1, 151) -1.29 -1.22 -2.31One-tailed p-value 0.10 0.11 0.01Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β4 0.68 5.47 0.75t (1, 151) 1.55 1.44 1.38One-tailed p-value 0.06 0.08 0.09Less Cooperative, given Current Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β5 0.70 3.01 0.82t (1, 151) 1.62 0.60 1.36One-tailed p-value 0.05 0.27 0.09  
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TABLE 9A (CONT.)   Panel E: Simple Contrasts (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Team Experience T2 Cooperative Social Norms T2 RemainPrior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 - β2 0.55 1.12 0.39t (1, 151) 1.09 0.21 0.75One-tailed p-value 0.14 0.42 0.23Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 - β2 - β5 0.53 3.57 0.32t (1, 151) 1.55 1.03 0.52One-tailed p-value 0.06 0.15 0.30More Cooperative with No Connector Influence vs. Less Cooperative with Current Connector InfluenceEstimate = - β2 - β3 - β5 -0.20 -0.54 -0.01t (1, 151) -0.59 -0.16 -0.01One-tailed p-value 0.28 0.44 0.49Less Cooperative with No Connector Influence vs. More  Cooperative with Current Connector InfluenceEstimate = β3 - β2 0.20 0.17 0.15t (1, 151) 0.55 0.04 0.34One-tailed p-value 0.29 0.48 0.37More Cooperative with No Connector Influence vs. Less Cooperative with Prior Connector InfluenceEstimate = - β1 - β3 - β4 -0.72 -4.11 -0.33t (1, 151) -2.66 -1.69 -0.71One-tailed p-value <0.01 0.05 0.24Less Cooperative with No Connector Influence vs. More  Cooperative with Prior Connector InfluenceEstimate = β3 - β1 -0.35 -0.95 -0.24t (1, 151) -0.86 -0.27 -0.60One-tailed p-value 0.20 0.39 0.28  
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TABLE 9A (CONT.)   Notes to Table 9A: 
1. Panel A and B contain linear regressions with standard errors clustered by team.   2. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANCOVA’s because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to  (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (0, 1).   3. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   5. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.  The impact of the Δ Predisposition to Cooperate control on each cell’s mean was computed by multiplying its coefficient from Panel B by its mean of -0.03.   6. See the individual-level "Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)" column in Panel C of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.   7. Panel D (E) contains the simple effects (simple contrasts) for each regression that were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   8. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 9B: Analysis of Time 2 Team Performance using the Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample   Panel A: ANCOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept 0.53  -1.00(0.51) (1.96)Prior Connector Influence 0.09  1.11 **(0.07) (0.64)Current Connector Influence 0.04  1.23 **(0.08) (0.67)Less Cooperative 0.16 ** 0.72(0.09) (0.83)Prior Connector Influence 0.17  2.14 **x Less Cooperative (0.15) (1.29)Current Connector Influence 0.13  -0.59x Less Cooperative (0.15) (1.31)Avg. Connector Score 0.02  (0.06)% Female 0.01  (0.11)% NonNative -0.26 ** -1.16(0.10) (0.85)Avg. Collectivism -0.02  (0.01)Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion -0.02  -0.38 **(0.02) (0.18)Avg. Creativity -0.02  (0.03)Avg. Verbal Ability 0.11 *(0.07)Group Size -0.08 **(0.04)T2 Minutes 0.02  (0.01)Δ Predisposition to Cooperate -0.05  0.20(0.08) (0.71)
# of Groups 140 140
R2 17% 10%
dfnum 15 8
dfden 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 1.64 * 1.77 *
T2 Creativity T2 Efficiency
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TABLE 9B (CONT.)   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 0.47  -2.14(0.49) (1.90)
Prior Connector Influence β1 0.00  0.03
(0.11) (0.98)
Current Connector Influence β2 -0.03  1.53 *(0.13) (1.08)
Less Cooperative β3 0.01  -0.05
(0.06) (0.55)
Prior Connector Influence β4 0.17  2.14 **x Less Cooperative (0.15) (1.29)
Current Connector Influence β5 0.13  -0.59
x Less Cooperative (0.15) (1.31)
Avg. Connector Score β6 0.02  (0.06)
% Female β7 0.01  
(0.11)
% NonNative β8 -0.26 ** -1.16(0.1) (0.85)
Avg. Collectivism β9 -0.02  
(0.01)
Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion β10 -0.02  -0.38 **(0.02) (0.18)
Avg. Creativity β11 -0.02  
(0.03)
Avg. Verbal Ability β12 0.11 *(0.07)
Group Size β13 -0.08 **
(0.04)
Time 2 Minutes β14 0.02  
(0.01)
Δ Predisposition to Cooperate β15 -0.05  0.20
(0.08) (0.71)
# of Groups 140 140
R2 17% 10%
dfnum 15 8
dfden 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 1.64 * 1.77 *
T2 Creativity T2 Efficiency
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TABLE 9B (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Creativity T2 EfficiencyCurrent Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = NoMean = β0 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [6,...,15] for T2 Creativity, but i = [6,9,15]  for T2 Efficiency 0.00 -6.51SE 0.05 0.4395% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.10 -7.3695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.10 -5.66Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β3 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [6,...,15] for T2 Creativity, but i = [6,9,15]  for T2 Efficiency 0.01 -6.56SE 0.04 0.3395% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.07 -7.2295% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.09 -5.90Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = NoMean = β0 + β1 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [6,...,15] for T2 Creativity, but i = [6,9,15]  for T2 Efficiency 0.00 -6.48SE 0.10 0.8895% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.20 -8.2295% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.20 -4.73Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β1 + β3 + β4 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [6,...,15] for T2 Creativity, but i = [6,9,15]  for T2 Efficiency 0.18 -4.38SE 0.09 0.7595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) 0.01 -5.8895% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.35 -2.89Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β2 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [6,...,15] for T2 Creativity, but i = [6,9,15]  for T2 Efficiency -0.03 -4.98SE 0.12 1.0095% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.26 -6.9595% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.20 -3.01Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β2 + β3 + β5 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [6,...,15] for T2 Creativity, but i = [6,9,15]  for T2 Efficiency 0.11 -5.63SE 0.08 0.6795% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.04 -6.9695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.27 -4.30  
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TABLE 9B (CONT.)   Panel D: Simple Effects (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Creativity T2 EfficiencyPrior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 0.00 0.03
t (1, 139) 0.02 0.04One-tailed p-value 0.49 0.49Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 0.17 2.18t (1, 139) 1.82 2.62One-tailed p-value 0.04 <0.01Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β2 -0.03 1.53
t (1, 139) -0.22 1.41One-tailed p-value 0.41 0.08Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β2 + β5 0.10 0.93t (1, 139) 1.16 1.24One-tailed p-value 0.13 0.11Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 0.01 -0.05
t (1, 139) 0.15 -0.10One-tailed p-value 0.44 0.46Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β4 0.18 2.09
t (1, 139) 1.36 1.79One-tailed p-value 0.09 0.04Less Cooperative, given Current Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β5 0.14 -0.65
t (1, 139) 1.02 -0.54One-tailed p-value 0.16 0.29  
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TABLE 9B (CONT.)   Panel E: Simple Contrasts (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
T2 Creativity T2 EfficiencyPrior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 - β2 0.03 -1.49t (1, 139) 0.19 -1.11One-tailed p-value 0.43 0.13Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 - β2 - β5 0.07 1.25t (1, 139) 0.61 1.24One-tailed p-value 0.27 0.11More Cooperative with No Connector Influence vs. Less Cooperative with Current Connector Influence
Estimate = - β2 - β3 - β5 -0.11 -0.88t (1, 139) -1.18 -1.10One-tailed p-value 0.12 0.14
Less Cooperative with No Connector Influence vs. More  Cooperative with Current Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 - β2 0.04 -1.58t (1, 139) 0.29 -1.49One-tailed p-value 0.38 0.07More Cooperative with No Connector Influence vs. Less Cooperative with Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = - β1 - β3 - β4 -0.18 -2.13t (1, 139) -1.81 -2.44One-tailed p-value 0.04 0.01Less Cooperative with No Connector Influence vs. More  Cooperative with Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 - β1 0.01 -0.09
t (1, 139) 0.07 -0.09One-tailed p-value 0.47 0.46  
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TABLE 9B (CONT.)   Notes to Table 9B: 
1. Panel A and B contain OLS linear regressions.   2. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANCOVA’s because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to  (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (0, 1).   3. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   5. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.  The impact of the controls on each cell’s mean was computed by multiplying each control’s coefficient from Panel B by its mean from Table 6B.   6. See the group-level "Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)" column in Panel C of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.   7. Panel D (E) contains the simple effects (simple contrasts) for each regression that were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   8. See Table 3 for variable definitions.    
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TABLE 10A: Analysis of Team Creativity using the Time 1 Analysis (ALL) Sample and Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample   Panel A: ANCOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept -0.93 -1.12 * -0.89 0.42 0.83 0.35(0.66) (0.61) (0.68) (0.75) (0.79) (0.69)Prior Connector Influence -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 0.18 * -0.04 0.12(0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10)Current Connector Influence -0.02 0.07 0.07(0.12) (0.12) (0.11)Less Cooperative -0.06 0.04 -0.07 0.31 ** 0.07 0.10(0.10) (0.09) (0.11) (0.14) (0.15) (0.13)Prior Connector Influence 0.08 -0.09 0.04 0.50 ** -0.01 0.03x Less Cooperative (0.20) (0.19) (0.21) (0.22) (0.23) (0.21)Current Connector Influence 0.17 -0.01 0.24x Less Cooperative (0.22) (0.23) (0.20)Avg. Connector Score -0.17 ** -0.12 -0.20 ** 0.01 0.04 0.01(0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08)% Female 0.04 0.15 -0.06 0.10 0.00 -0.08(0.18) (0.16) (0.18) (0.16) (0.17) (0.15)% NonNative -0.49 *** -0.44 *** -0.37 ** -0.18 -0.36 ** -0.25 *(0.14) (0.13) (0.15) (0.15) (0.16) (0.14)Avg. Collectivism -0.03 * 0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion 0.03 0.02 -0.01 0.00 -0.04 -0.02(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)Avg. Creativity 0.04 0.04 0.06 -0.03 0.00 -0.01(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)Avg. Verbal Ability 0.15 * 0.09 0.20 ** 0.15 0.06 0.13(0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10) (0.11) (0.09)Group Size -0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.11 * -0.08 -0.05(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05)Time 1 (2) Minutes 0.02 ** 0.00 -0.01 0.03 * 0.01 0.01(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)Δ Predisposition to Cooperate -0.14 0.14 -0.16(0.12) (0.13) (0.11)
# of Groups 145 145 145 140 140 140
R2 19% 14% 17% 16% 11% 11%
dfnum 12 12 12 15 15 15
dfden 144 144 144 139 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 2.58 *** 1.77 * 2.18 ** 1.53 0.98 1.03
Image 6Image 1 Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5
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TABLE 10A (CONT.)   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 -0.83 -1.10 * -0.78 0.35 0.77 0.28
(0.64) (0.59) (0.67) (0.72) (0.76) (0.67)
Prior Connector Influence β1 -0.15 -0.06 -0.14 -0.07 -0.03 0.11
(0.16) (0.15) (0.16) (0.17) (0.18) (0.16)
Current Connector Influence β2 -0.11 0.08 -0.05
(0.19) (0.19) (0.17)
Less Cooperative β3 -0.10 0.09 -0.09 -0.02 0.09 -0.04(0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09)
Prior Connector Influence β4 0.08 -0.09 0.04 0.50 ** -0.01 0.03
x Less Cooperative (0.20) (0.19) (0.21) (0.22) (0.23) (0.21)
Current Connector Influence β5 0.17 -0.01 0.24
x Less Cooperative (0.22) (0.23) (0.20)
Avg. Connector Score β6 -0.17 ** -0.12 -0.20 ** 0.01 0.04 0.01
(0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08)
% Female β7 0.04 0.15 -0.06 0.10 0.00 -0.08
(0.18) (0.16) (0.18) (0.16) (0.17) (0.15)
% NonNative β8 -0.49 *** -0.44 *** -0.37 ** -0.18 -0.36 ** -0.25 *(0.14) (0.13) (0.15) (0.15) (0.16) (0.14)
Avg. Collectivism β9 -0.03 * 0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
β10 0.03 0.02 -0.01 0.00 -0.04 -0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)
Avg. Creativity β11 0.04 0.04 0.06 -0.03 0.00 -0.01
(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Avg. Verbal Ability β12 0.15 * 0.09 0.20 ** 0.15 0.06 0.13
(0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10) (0.11) (0.09)
Group Size β13 -0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.11 * -0.08 -0.05
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05)
Time 1 (2) Minutes β14 0.02 ** 0.00 -0.01 0.03 * 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
Δ Predisposition to Cooperate β15 -0.14 0.14 -0.16(0.12) (0.13) (0.11)
# of Groups 145 145 145 140 140 140
R2 19% 14% 17% 16% 11% 11%
dfnum 12 12 12 15 15 15
dfden 144 144 144 139 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 2.58 *** 1.77 * 2.18 ** 1.53 0.98 1.03
Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion
Image 6Image 1 Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5
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TABLE 10A (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 1 Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [6,...,15] 0.03 -0.06 0.11 0.00 0.02 -0.02SE 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.0795% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.09 -0.17 -0.02 -0.15 -0.14 -0.1595% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.15 0.06 0.24 0.14 0.17 0.12Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β3 + Σβi*Meani, and i = [6,...,15] -0.07 0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.11 -0.05SE 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.0595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.17 -0.06 -0.08 -0.14 -0.01 -0.1695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.03 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.23 0.05Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β1 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [6,...,15] -0.12 -0.12 -0.03 -0.07 -0.01 0.09SE 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.1495% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.41 -0.39 -0.33 -0.37 -0.32 -0.1995% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.17 0.15 0.27 0.22 0.30 0.36Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β1 + β3 + β4 + Σβi*Meani,  and  i = [6,...,15] -0.14 -0.13 -0.08 0.40 0.06 0.08SE 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.1295% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.39 -0.36 -0.34 0.15 -0.20 -0.1595% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.11 0.10 0.18 0.66 0.33 0.32Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β2 + Σβi*Meani,   and  i = [6,...,15] -0.11 0.10 -0.07SE 0.17 0.18 0.1695% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.45 -0.26 -0.3995% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.23 0.46 0.25Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β2 + β3 + β5 + Σβi*Meani,   and  i = [6,...,15] 0.04 0.17 0.13SE 0.12 0.12 0.1195% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.19 -0.07 -0.0995% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.27 0.41 0.34  
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TABLE 10A (CONT.)   Panel D: Simple Effects (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 1 Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Prior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 -0.15 -0.06 -0.14 -0.07 -0.03 0.11t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -0.94 -0.44 -0.86 -0.41 -0.18 0.68One-tailed p-value 0.17 0.33 0.20 0.34 0.43 0.25Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 -0.07 -0.16 -0.10 0.43 -0.04 0.14t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -0.48 -1.25 -0.67 3.02 -0.28 1.04One-tailed p-value 0.32 0.11 0.25 <0.01 0.39 0.15Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β2 -0.11 0.08 -0.05t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -0.58 0.40 -0.31One-tailed p-value 0.28 0.34 0.38Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β2 + β5 0.06 0.06 0.18t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.47 0.46 1.49One-tailed p-value 0.32 0.32 0.07Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 -0.10 0.09 -0.09 -0.02 0.09 -0.04t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -1.26 1.18 -1.11 -0.21 0.85 -0.41One-tailed p-value 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.42 0.20 0.34Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β4 -0.02 -0.01 -0.05 0.48 0.08 -0.01t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -0.10 -0.04 -0.25 2.40 0.36 -0.04One-tailed p-value 0.46 0.48 0.40 0.01 0.36 0.48Less Cooperative, given Current Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β5 0.15 0.07 0.20t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.74 0.33 1.05One-tailed p-value 0.23 0.37 0.15  
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TABLE 10A (CONT.)   Panel E: Simple Contrasts (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 - β2 0.04 -0.11 0.16t (1, 139) 0.17 -0.45 0.74One-tailed p-value 0.43 0.33 0.23Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 - β2 - β5 0.37 -0.11 -0.05t (1, 139) 2.13 -0.59 -0.29One-tailed p-value 0.02 0.28 0.38    Notes to Table 10A: 
1. Panel A and B contain OLS linear regressions.   2. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANCOVA’s because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to  (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (0, 1).   3. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   5. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.  The impact of the controls on each cell’s mean for Images 1 – 3 (4 – 6) was computed by multiplying each control’s coefficient from Panel B by its mean from Table 6A (6B).   6. See the group-level "Time 1 Analysis (ALL)" column in Panel A of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.  See the group-level "Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)" column in Panel C of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.   7. Panel D (E) contains the simple effects (simple contrasts) for each regression that were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   8. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 10B: Analysis of Change in Team Creativity using the Time 1 Analysis (ALL) Sample and Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample   Panel A: ANCOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept -0.01 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.01(0.04) (0.05) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06)Prior Connector Influence 0.00 -0.12 0.13 -0.11 0.10(0.08) (0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.09)Current Connector Influence -0.06 0.03 0.01(0.11) (0.11) (0.10)Less Cooperative 0.07 -0.02 0.27 ** 0.04 0.08(0.08) (0.11) (0.13) (0.14) (0.12)Prior Connector Influence -0.12 0.09 0.50 *** -0.05 0.04x Less Cooperative (0.17) (0.21) (0.21) (0.22) (0.19)Current Connector Influence 0.15 -0.05 0.26 *x Less Cooperative (0.21) (0.23) (0.19)Δ Predisposition to Cooperate -0.08 0.16 -0.17(0.12) (0.12) (0.11)Image 1 0.42 ***(0.07)Image 2 0.24 **(0.09)Image 3 0.24 ***(0.08)Image 4 0.16 *(0.09)Image 5 0.25 ***(0.07)
# of Groups 145 145 140 140 140
R2 24% 6% 12% 5% 11%
dfnum 4 4 7 7 7
dfden 144 144 139 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 10.93 *** 2.10 * 2.62 ** 1.05 2.36 **
Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6
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TABLE 10B (CONT.)   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 -0.08 0.10 0.03 0.04 -0.01
(0.05) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06)
Prior Connector Influence β1 0.06 -0.17 -0.12 -0.08 0.08
(0.13) (0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.14)
Current Connector Influence β2 -0.14 0.06 -0.12
(0.17) (0.19) (0.16)
Less Cooperative β3 0.13 ** -0.06 -0.06 0.09 -0.07
(0.06) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08)
Prior Connector Influence β4 -0.12 0.09 0.50 *** -0.05 0.04
x Less Cooperative (0.17) (0.21) (0.21) (0.22) (0.19)
Current Connector Influence β5 0.15 -0.05 0.26 *
x Less Cooperative (0.21) (0.23) (0.19)
Δ Predisposition to Cooperate β6 -0.08 0.16 -0.17
(0.12) (0.12) (0.11)
Image 1 β7 0.42 ***
(0.07)
Image 2 β8 0.24 **
(0.09)
Image 3 β9 0.24 ***
(0.08)
Image 4 β10 0.16 *
(0.09)
Image 5 β11 0.25 ***
(0.07)
# of Groups 145 145 140 140 140
R2 24% 6% 12% 5% 11%
dfnum 4 4 7 7 7
dfden 144 144 139 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 10.93 *** 2.10 * 2.62 ** 1.05 2.36 **
Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6
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TABLE 10B (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = NoMean = β0 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = 6 -0.08 0.10 0.03 0.04 -0.01SE 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.0695% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.18 -0.03 -0.11 -0.11 -0.1395% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.02 0.23 0.17 0.18 0.12Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β3 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = 6 0.05 0.03 -0.03 0.12 -0.08SE 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.0595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.03 -0.07 -0.14 0.01 -0.1795% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.13 0.13 0.08 0.24 0.02Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β1 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = 6 -0.02 -0.07 -0.10 -0.05 0.07SE 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.1395% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.25 -0.37 -0.38 -0.35 -0.1995% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.21 0.22 0.19 0.25 0.33Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β1 + β3 + β4 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = 6 0.00 -0.04 0.35 -0.02 0.04SE 0.10 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.1195% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.20 -0.30 0.11 -0.28 -0.1895% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.20 0.21 0.59 0.25 0.26Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β2 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = 6 -0.11 0.09 -0.13SE 0.16 0.17 0.1595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.43 -0.24 -0.4295% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.20 0.42 0.16Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β2 + β3 + β5 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = 6 -0.02 0.13 0.07
SE 0.11 0.12 0.1095% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -0.23 -0.10 -0.1395% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.20 0.36 0.26  
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TABLE 10B (CONT.)   Panel D: Simple Effects (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Prior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 0.06 -0.17 -0.12 -0.08 0.08t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.49 -1.05 -0.78 -0.50 0.52One-tailed p-value 0.31 0.15 0.22 0.31 0.30Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 -0.06 -0.08 0.38 -0.14 0.12t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -0.51 -0.54 2.83 -0.95 0.95One-tailed p-value 0.31 0.29 <0.01 0.17 0.17Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β2 -0.14 0.06 -0.12t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -0.80 0.30 -0.78One-tailed p-value 0.21 0.38 0.22Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β2 + β5 0.02 0.01 0.14t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.13 0.07 1.27One-tailed p-value 0.45 0.47 0.10Less Cooperative, given No Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 0.13 -0.06 -0.06 0.09 -0.07t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 2.04 -0.77 -0.67 0.92 -0.86One-tailed p-value 0.02 0.22 0.25 0.18 0.20Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β4 0.01 0.03 0.44 0.03 -0.03t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.09 0.15 2.36 0.17 -0.18One-tailed p-value 0.46 0.44 0.01 0.43 0.43Less Cooperative, given Current Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β5 0.09 0.04 0.19t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.49 0.20 1.11One-tailed p-value 0.31 0.42 0.13  
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TABLE 10B (CONT.)   Panel E: Simple Contrasts (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 - β2 0.01 -0.14 0.20t (1, 139) 0.07 -0.62 1.02One-tailed p-value 0.47 0.27 0.15Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 - β2 - β5 0.36 -0.15 -0.03t (1, 139) 2.22 -0.84 -0.17One-tailed p-value 0.01 0.20 0.43    Notes to Table 10B: 
1. Panel A and B contain OLS linear regressions.   2. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANCOVA’s because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to  (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (0, 1).   3. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   5. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.  The impact of the Δ Predisposition to Cooperate control on each cell’s mean was computed by multiplying its coefficient from Panel B by its mean of -0.03.   6. See the group-level "Time 1 Analysis (ALL)" column in Panel A of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.  See the group-level "Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)" column in Panel C of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.   7. Panel D (E) contains the simple effects (simple contrasts) for each regression that were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   8. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 11A: Analysis of Team Efficiency using the Time 1 Analysis (ALL) Sample and Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample   Panel A: ANCOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept -2.59 * -1.37 0.62 -0.49 -0.31 -0.20(1.32) (0.91) (1.54) (0.91) (0.76) (0.90)Prior Connector Influence -0.15 0.51 ** 0.43 0.37 0.41 ** 0.33(0.41) (0.29) (0.48) (0.29) (0.25) (0.29)Current Connector Influence 0.47 * 0.28 0.48 *(0.31) (0.26) (0.31)Less Cooperative 0.11 0.44 * 0.15 0.34 0.05 0.33(0.40) (0.28) (0.47) (0.38) (0.32) (0.38)Prior Connector Influence 0.85 0.17 0.42 1.57 *** 0.06 0.51x Less Cooperative (0.81) (0.56) (0.95) (0.60) (0.50) (0.60)Current Connector Influence -0.69 0.00 0.10x Less Cooperative (0.60) (0.50) (0.60)% NonNative -1.34 ** -0.63 * -1.27 ** 0.18 -0.90 *** -0.44(0.54) (0.37) (0.63) (0.39) (0.33) (0.39)Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion -0.02 -0.03 -0.23 -0.15 * -0.09 -0.14 *(0.12) (0.08) (0.14) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08)Δ Predisposition to Cooperate -0.05 0.07 0.18(0.33) (0.27) (0.33)
# of Groups 145 145 145 140 140 140
R2 6% 7% 5% 10% 9% 6%
dfnum 5 5 5 8 8 8
dfden 144 144 144 139 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 1.64 2.12 * 1.51 1.76 * 1.55 1.05
Image 6Image 1 Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5
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TABLE 11A (CONT.)   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 -2.36 * -1.80 ** 0.44 -0.86 -0.67 -0.61(1.29) (0.89) (1.50) (0.88) (0.73) (0.87)
Prior Connector Influence β1 -0.57 0.43 0.22 -0.42 0.38 0.07(0.61) (0.42) (0.71) (0.45) (0.38) (0.45)
Current Connector Influence β2 0.81 * 0.28 0.43(0.50) (0.42) (0.50)
Less Cooperative β3 -0.31 0.35 * -0.06 -0.10 0.02 0.02(0.31) (0.21) (0.36) (0.25) (0.21) (0.25)
Prior Connector Influence β4 0.85 0.17 0.42 1.57 *** 0.06 0.51x Less Cooperative (0.81) (0.56) (0.95) (0.60) (0.50) (0.60)
Current Connector Influence β5 -0.69 0.00 0.10x Less Cooperative (0.60) (0.50) (0.60)
% NonNative β6 -1.34 ** -0.63 * -1.27 ** 0.18 -0.90 *** -0.44(0.54) (0.37) (0.63) (0.39) (0.33) (0.39)
β7 -0.02 -0.03 -0.23 -0.15 * -0.09 -0.14 *(0.12) (0.08) (0.14) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08)
Δ Predisposition to Cooperate β8 -0.05 0.07 0.18(0.33) (0.27) (0.33)
# of Groups 145 145 145 140 140 140
R2 6% 7% 5% 10% 9% 6%
dfnum 5 5 5 8 8 8
dfden 144 144 144 139 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 1.64 2.12 * 1.51 1.76 * 1.55 1.05
Avg. Positive Emotional Contagion
Image 6Image 1 Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5
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TABLE 11A (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 1 Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = NoMean = β0 + Σβi*Meani,  and  i = [6,...,8] -3.08 -2.33 -2.36 -2.38 -1.92 -2.22SE 0.24 0.17 0.29 0.20 0.17 0.2095% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -3.56 -2.67 -2.92 -2.77 -2.25 -2.6195% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -2.59 -2.00 -1.80 -1.98 -1.59 -1.82Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β3 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = [6,...,8] -3.39 -1.98 -2.42 -2.47 -1.89 -2.20SE 0.19 0.13 0.22 0.15 0.13 0.1595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -3.77 -2.24 -2.87 -2.78 -2.15 -2.5095% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -3.01 -1.72 -1.98 -2.17 -1.64 -1.89Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = NoMean = β0 + β1 + Σβi*Meani,   and  i = [6,...,8] -3.64 -1.91 -2.14 -2.80 -1.54 -2.14SE 0.56 0.39 0.65 0.41 0.34 0.4095% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -4.75 -2.67 -3.43 -3.60 -2.21 -2.9495% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -2.54 -1.14 -0.84 -1.99 -0.87 -1.34Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β1 + β3 + β4 + Σβi*Meani,  and  i = [6,...,8] -3.11 -1.39 -1.78 -1.32 -1.46 -1.61SE 0.50 0.35 0.59 0.35 0.29 0.3595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -4.11 -2.07 -2.94 -2.01 -2.03 -2.3095% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -2.11 -0.70 -0.61 -0.63 -0.88 -0.92Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No
Mean = β0 + β2 + Σβi*Meani,   and  i = [6,...,8] -1.56 -1.64 -1.78SE 0.46 0.38 0.4695% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -2.47 -2.40 -2.6995% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -0.65 -0.88 -0.88Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes
Mean = β0 + β2 + β3 + β5 + Σβi*Meani,   and  i = [6,...,8] -2.35 -1.61 -1.67SE 0.31 0.26 0.3195% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -2.96 -2.13 -2.2895% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -1.74 -1.10 -1.06  
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TABLE 11A (CONT.)   Panel D: Simple Effects (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 1 Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Prior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 -0.57 0.43 0.22 -0.42 0.38 0.07
t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -0.93 1.01 0.31 -0.93 1.00 0.16One-tailed p-value 0.18 0.16 0.38 0.18 0.16 0.44Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 0.28 0.60 0.64 1.16 0.44 0.59
t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.51 1.58 1.01 3.02 1.36 1.54One-tailed p-value 0.31 0.06 0.16 <0.01 0.09 0.06Current Connector Influence, given More CooperativeEstimate = β2 0.81 0.28 0.43
t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 1.63 0.67 0.87One-tailed p-value 0.05 0.25 0.19Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β2 + β5 0.12 0.28 0.53
t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.35 0.96 1.54One-tailed p-value 0.36 0.17 0.06Less Cooperative, given No Connector InfluenceEstimate = β3 -0.31 0.35 -0.06 -0.10 0.02 0.02
t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -1.01 1.64 -0.17 -0.38 0.11 0.07One-tailed p-value 0.16 0.05 0.43 0.35 0.46 0.47Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β4 0.53 0.52 0.36 1.48 0.08 0.53
t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.71 1.01 0.41 2.73 0.18 0.99One-tailed p-value 0.24 0.16 0.34 <0.01 0.43 0.16Less Cooperative, given Current Connector InfluenceEstimate = β3 + β5 -0.79 0.02 0.12
t (1, 144) for Images 1 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -1.43 0.05 0.22One-tailed p-value 0.08 0.48 0.41  
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TABLE 11A (CONT.)   Panel E: Simple Contrasts (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 - β2 -1.23 0.10 -0.36
t (1, 139) -1.99 0.19 -0.58One-tailed p-value 0.02 0.42 0.28Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 - β2 - β5 1.03 0.16 0.06
t (1, 139) 2.23 0.40 0.12One-tailed p-value 0.01 0.34 0.45    Notes to Table 11A: 
1. Panel A and B contain OLS linear regressions.   2. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANCOVA’s because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to  (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (0, 1).   3. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   5. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.  The impact of the controls on each cell’s mean for the time spent on Images 1 – 3 (4 – 6) was computed by multiplying each control’s coefficient from Panel B by its mean from Table 6A (6B).   6. See the group-level "Time 1 Analysis (ALL)" column in Panel A of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.  See the group-level "Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)" column in Panel C of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.   7. Panel D (E) contains the simple effects (simple contrasts) for each regression that were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   8. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 11B: Analysis of Change in Team Efficiency using the Time 1 Analysis (ALL) Sample and Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample   Panel A: ANCOVA via Regression (Dummy Variables = -1/2, 1/2) 
Independent Variables & ControlsIntercept -1.16 *** -0.52 * -1.94 *** -1.00 *** -1.21 ***(0.22) (0.31) (0.22) (0.21) (0.24)Prior Connector Influence 0.55 ** -0.12 0.33 0.26 0.14(0.26) (0.41) (0.29) (0.24) (0.28)Current Connector Influence 0.35 0.08 0.29(0.30) (0.25) (0.29)Less Cooperative 0.41 * -0.29 0.32 0.00 0.30(0.26) (0.41) (0.38) (0.31) (0.36)Prior Connector Influence -0.01 0.17 1.33 ** -0.29 0.39x Less Cooperative (0.53) (0.82) (0.59) (0.48) (0.56)Current Connector Influence -0.61 0.18 0.15x Less Cooperative (0.61) (0.49) (0.57)Δ Predisposition to Cooperate -0.07 0.08 0.13(0.33) (0.26) (0.31)Image 1 0.22 ***(0.05)Image 2 0.89 ***(0.12)Image 3 0.05(0.05)Image 4 0.29 ***(0.07)Image 5 0.40 ***(0.10)
# of Groups 145 145 140 140 140
R2 15% 27% 8% 14% 14%
dfnum 4 4 7 7 7
dfden 144 144 139 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 6.30 *** 13.16 *** 1.62 2.95 *** 3.18 ***
Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6
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TABLE 11B (CONT.)   Panel B: Simple Effects via Regression (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Independent Variables & Controls
Intercept β0 -1.64 *** -0.28 -2.27 *** -1.21 *** -1.44 ***
(0.23) (0.38) (0.23) (0.23) (0.26)
Prior Connector Influence β1 0.56 * -0.20 -0.34 0.41 -0.05
(0.40) (0.62) (0.45) (0.36) (0.43)
Current Connector Influence β2 0.66 * 0.00 0.21(0.50) (0.40) (0.47)
Less Cooperative β3 0.42 ** -0.37 -0.04 0.06 0.03(0.20) (0.32) (0.25) (0.20) (0.24)
Prior Connector Influence β4 -0.01 0.17 1.33 ** -0.29 0.39x Less Cooperative (0.53) (0.82) (0.59) (0.48) (0.56)
Current Connector Influence β5 -0.61 0.18 0.15
x Less Cooperative (0.61) (0.49) (0.57)
Δ Predisposition to Cooperate β6 -0.07 0.08 0.13
(0.33) (0.26) (0.31)
Image 1 β7 0.22 ***
(0.05)
Image 2 β8 0.89 ***
(0.12)
Image 3 β9 0.05(0.05)
Image 4 β10 0.29 ***(0.07)
Image 5 β11 0.40 ***
(0.10)
# of Groups 145 145 140 140 140
R2 15% 27% 8% 14% 14%
dfnum 4 4 7 7 7
dfden 144 144 139 139 139
F (dfnum,dfden) 6.30 *** 13.16 *** 1.62 2.95 *** 3.18 ***
Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6
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TABLE 11B (CONT.)   Panel C: Marginal Means and Confidence Intervals (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = NoMean = β0 + Σβi*Meani,  and  i = 6 -1.64 -0.28 -2.26 -1.21 -1.44SE 0.23 0.38 0.23 0.23 0.2695% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -2.10 -1.03 -2.72 -1.67 -1.9695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -1.18 0.48 -1.81 -0.75 -0.92Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β3 + Σβi*Meani, and  i = 6 -1.23 -0.65 -2.30 -1.15 -1.41SE 0.22 0.31 0.20 0.21 0.2395% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -1.67 -1.27 -2.70 -1.57 -1.8695% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -0.78 -0.03 -1.91 -0.74 -0.95Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = NoMean = β0 + β1 + Σβi*Meani,   and  i = 6 -1.08 -0.48 -2.60 -0.80 -1.49SE 0.42 0.62 0.42 0.38 0.4195% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -1.91 -1.69 -3.43 -1.55 -2.3195% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -0.26 0.74 -1.77 -0.05 -0.68Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β1 + β3 + β4 + Σβi*Meani,  and  i = 6 -0.67 -0.68 -1.31 -1.03 -1.07SE 0.36 0.52 0.36 0.30 0.3595% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -1.38 -1.71 -2.02 -1.62 -1.7795% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) 0.03 0.35 -0.60 -0.45 -0.37Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = NoMean = β0 + β2 + Σβi*Meani,   and  i = 6 -1.60 -1.21 -1.23SE 0.47 0.39 0.4695% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -2.53 -1.97 -2.1495% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -0.68 -0.45 -0.32Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = YesMean = β0 + β2 + β3 + β5 + Σβi*Meani,   and  i = 6 -2.26 -0.98 -1.05SE 0.33 0.30 0.3395% Conf. Interval (Lower Limit) -2.92 -1.57 -1.7195% Conf. Interval (Upper Limit) -1.59 -0.39 -0.39  
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TABLE 11B (CONT.)   Panel D: Simple Effects (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 2 Image 3 Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Prior Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 0.56 -0.20 -0.34 0.41 -0.05
t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 1.39 -0.32 -0.75 1.13 -0.12One-tailed p-value 0.08 0.37 0.23 0.13 0.45Prior Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 0.55 -0.03 1.00 0.12 0.34
t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 1.61 -0.06 2.62 0.37 0.94One-tailed p-value 0.06 0.48 <0.01 0.35 0.17Current Connector Influence, given More CooperativeEstimate = β2 0.66 0.00 0.21
t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 1.33 -0.01 0.45One-tailed p-value 0.09 0.50 0.33Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β2 + β5 0.05 0.17 0.36
t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.14 0.62 1.11One-tailed p-value 0.44 0.27 0.13Less Cooperative, given No Connector InfluenceEstimate = β3 0.42 -0.37 -0.04 0.06 0.03
t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 2.03 -1.17 -0.16 0.28 0.14One-tailed p-value 0.02 0.12 0.44 0.39 0.44Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence
Estimate = β3 + β4 0.41 -0.20 1.29 -0.24 0.42
t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 0.84 -0.27 2.41 -0.53 0.84One-tailed p-value 0.20 0.40 0.01 0.30 0.20Less Cooperative, given Current Connector InfluenceEstimate = β3 + β5 -0.65 0.23 0.18
t (1, 144) for Images 2 - 3; t (1, 139) for Images 4 - 6 -1.19 0.52 0.35One-tailed p-value 0.12 0.30 0.36  
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TABLE 11B (CONT.)   Panel E: Simple Contrasts (Dummy Variables = 0, 1) 
Image 4 Image 5 Image 6Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given More Cooperative
Estimate = β1 - β2 -1.00 0.41 -0.26
t (1, 139) -1.64 0.83 -0.46One-tailed p-value 0.05 0.20 0.32Prior Connector Influence versus Current Connector Influence, given Less Cooperative
Estimate = β1 + β4 - β2 - β5 0.95 -0.05 -0.02
t (1, 139) 2.03 -0.14 -0.06One-tailed p-value 0.02 0.44 0.48    Notes to Table 11B: 
1. Panel A and B contain OLS linear regressions.   2. Panel A’s linear regressions are mathematically equivalent to ANCOVA’s because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to  (-1/2, 1/2) instead of (0, 1), but Panel B’s linear regressions only reflect simple effects because the Current (Prior) Connector Influence and Less Cooperative dummy variables were set to (0, 1).   3. For each variable in the regressions, unstandardized coefficients are reported followed by standard errors in parenthesis.   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are two-tailed, except for the variables involved in the main effect and interaction effect predicted in H1 and H2 (i.e., Current (Prior) Connector Influence, Less Cooperative, and Current (Prior) Connector Influence x Less Cooperative).   5. Meanwhile, Panel C contains the marginal mean, standard error, and 95% confidence interval for each cell in each regression.  The descriptive statistics in Panel C were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.  The impact of the Δ Predisposition to Cooperate control on each cell’s mean was computed by multiplying its coefficient from Panel B by its mean of -0.03.   6. See the group-level "Time 1 Analysis (ALL)" column in Panel A of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.  See the group-level "Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL)" column in Panel C of Table 4 for the number of observations ("n") corresponding to each cell.   7. Panel D (E) contains the simple effects (simple contrasts) for each regression that were computed using the coefficients from the regressions in Panel B.   8. See Table 3 for variable definitions.  
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TABLE 12: Summary of Results for Time 1, Changes, and Time 2 Analyses based on the Main Datasets   Panel A: Summary of Results from Time 1 Regressions using the Time 1 Analysis (ALL) Sample 
CCON + *** + *** + *** - * +
Less Coop - +
CCONxLess Coop + +
CCON | More Coop - +
CCON | Less Coop - +
Less Coop | NON - -
Less Coop | CCON - +
Time 1
ANO
VA/
ANC
OVA
Sim
ple
 Eff
ects
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms Remain Creativity Efficiency
 
  
Panel B: Summary of Results from Change Regressions using the Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample
PCON + * - - + + *
CCON + + + + +
Less Coop + ** + *** + * + ** +
PCONxLess Coop + *** + *** + ** + * +
CCONxLess Coop + ** + * + * + -
PCON | More Coop - - ** - ** - +
PCON | Less Coop + *** + ** + + ** + **
CCON | More Coop - - - - +
CCON | Less Coop + ** + ** + + +
Less Coop | NON - * - * - ** - +
Less Coop | PCON + ** + *** + * + * + *
Less Coop | CCON + * + + + -
PCON > CCON| More Coop + - - + -
PCON > CCON| Less Coop + + - + +
ANC
OVA
Sim
ple E
ffect
s
Change
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms Remain Creativity Efficiency
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TABLE 12 (CONT.)   Panel C: Summary of Results from Time 2 Regressions using the Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample
PCON + ** + + + + **
CCON - + - + + **
Less Coop + ** + * + ** + ** +
PCONxLess Coop + ** + ** + ** + + **
CCONxLess Coop + ** + + ** + -
PCON | More Coop + - - + +
PCON | Less Coop + *** + *** + ** + ** + ***
CCON | More Coop - * - - ** - + *
CCON | Less Coop + * + + * + +
Less Coop | NON - * - - ** + -
Less Coop | PCON + * + * + * + * + **
Less Coop | CCON + * + + * + -
PCON > CCON| More Coop + + + + -
PCON > CCON| Less Coop + * + + + +
AN
COV
A
Sim
ple E
ffect
s
Time 2
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms Remain Creativity Efficiency
   Notes to Table 12: 
1. Panel A (B) [C] visually summarize the results of the analysis of Time 1 (Changes in)  [Time 2] organizational benefits from Tables 7A and 7C (8A and 8B) [9A and 9B].   2. The ANOVA or ANCOVA portion of each panel shows the main effects and interactions.   3. The Simple Effects portion of each panel shows the simple effects.   4. Each + (–) represents a positive (negative) coefficient.   5. Green (red) coefficients are at least marginally significant (not statistically significant) with  p < 0.10 (p > 0.10).   6. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are one-tailed. 7. Cells lacking a + or – indicate that the variable was not included in the ANOVA or ANCOVA.   8. Please note that untabulated ANCOVA’s for the Time 1 team experience, psychological safety, and remain analysis indicate lack of a statistically significant Less Cooperative main effect and Current Connector Influence x Less Cooperative interaction effect, so I reported the simpler models which fit the data better in Panel A.    
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TABLE 12 (CONT.)   9. For the purpose of saving space, the variables were abbreviated.  Below is the key for the abbreviations.  Abbreviation Full Name PCON Prior Connector Influence CCON Current Connector Influence Less Coop Less Cooperative More Coop More Cooperative  10. See Table 3 for variable definitions.   
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TABLE 13: “FULLER” Supplemental Analysis (including Sample Selection, Participant Descriptions, Distribution of Observations by Condition and Summary of Results)   Panel A: Sample Selection at the Individual Level and Group Level 
Total population 596 172
Less: Out of Scope Data3
Pair with 2-person group4 -5 -2Groups where a Connector replaced a Connector -6 -2
Less: Missing Data5
Missing demographic information6 -1 0
Missing Time 1 dependent variable(s)7 -4 0
Missing control(s)8 0 -8Eligible for Time 1 Analysis (FULLER) 580 160
Less: Person who switched groups9 -167 0Less: Missing DataMissing Time 2 dependent variable(s) -2 0Missing control(s) 0 -5Eligible for Time 2 Analysis (FULLER) 411 15566 2462 24283 107
Individuals1 Groups2
Connector replaced Non-Connector in groupNon-Connector replaced Connector in groupNon-Connector replaced Non-Connector in group    Panel B: Descriptions of Participants in the Individual Level Samples 
Time 1 Analysis (FULLER) Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)Sample Size 580 411
% Female10 51% 51%
% US Native10 37% 40%# of Teams Represented 168 168Avg. Team Size 3.6                                            3.7                                            # Connectors 41 16% Connectors 7% 4%# More Cooperative 402 274% More Cooperative 69% 67%     
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TABLE 13 (CONT.)   Panel C: Descriptions of Participating Groups in the Group Level Samples 
Time 1 Analysis (FULLER) Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)
Sample Size 160 155
% Female11 50% 49%
% US Native11 36% 36%
Avg. Team Size 3.4                                            3.4                                             
 
Panel D: Time 1 Distribution of Observations by Condition in Individual Level and Group Level Samples When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay 
INDIVIDUALS GROUPSTime 1 Analysis (FULLER) Time 1 Analysis (FULLER)Current Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 162 47Current Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 282 77Current Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No 56 16Current Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes 80 20Total Observations 580 160    
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TABLE 13 (CONT.)   Panel E: Time 2 Distribution of Observations by Condition in Individual Level and Group Level Samples When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay 
INDIVIDUALS GROUPSTime 2 Analysis (FULLER) Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 104 40Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 179 67Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = No 28 11Current Connector Influence = NoPrior Connector Influence = Yes Less Cooperative = Yes 34 13Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = No 22 8Current Connector Influence = YesPrior Connector Influence = No Less Cooperative = Yes 44 16Total Observations 411 155   
Panel F: Number of Individual Level and Group Level Observations in Each Cell for Less Cooperative Groups at Time 1 and Time 2 based on 100% Group Membership 
INDIVIDUALS GROUPSTime 2 Analysis (FULLER) Time 2 Analysis (FULLER)Less Cooperative at Time 1 = YesLess Cooperative at Time 2 = Yes 269 100Less Cooperative at Time 1 = YesLess Cooperative at Time 2 = No 20 7Less Cooperative at Time 1 = NoLess Cooperative at Time 2 = Yes 31 11Less Cooperative at Time 1 = NoLess Cooperative at Time 2 = No 91 37Total Observations 411 155   
  
 172  
TABLE 13 (CONT.)   Panel G: Summary of Results from Time 1 Regressions using the Time 1 Analysis (FULLER) Sample 
CCON + * + ** + *** - * +
Less Coop + +
CCONxLess Coop + ** +
CCON | More Coop - ** +
CCON | Less Coop + +
Less Coop | NON - -
Less Coop | CCON + ** +
Time 1
ANO
VA/
ANC
OVA
Sim
ple
 Eff
ects
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms Remain Creativity Efficiency
  
Panel H: Summary of Results from Change Regressions using the Time 2 Analysis (FULLER) Sample 
PCON + * - - + + *
CCON + + + + +
Less Coop + ** + ** + + * +
PCONxLess Coop + *** + *** + ** + ** +
CCONxLess Coop + * + + + -
PCON | More Coop - - ** - ** - +
PCON | Less Coop + *** + *** + * + ** + **
CCON | More Coop - - - + +
CCON | Less Coop + * + * + + * +
Less Coop | NON - ** - * - ** - +
Less Coop | PCON + ** + *** + * + * + *
Less Coop | CCON + + + + -
PCON > CCON| More Coop + - - - -
PCON > CCON| Less Coop + ** + + + + *
ANC
OVA
Sim
ple E
ffect
s
Change
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms Remain Creativity Efficiency
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TABLE 13 (CONT.)   Panel I: Summary of Results from Time 2 Regressions using the Time 2 Analysis (FULLER) Sample 
PCON + *** + * + * + + **
CCON - - - + * +
Less Coop + *** + ** + ** + * +
PCONxLess Coop + *** + *** + *** + * + *
CCONxLess Coop + *** + * + *** + -
PCON | More Coop - - - - +
PCON | Less Coop + *** + *** + *** + ** + ***
CCON | More Coop - ** - - *** + +
CCON | Less Coop + * + + + * +
Less Coop | NON - ** - ** - *** + -
Less Coop | PCON + ** + ** + ** + ** + **
Less Coop | CCON + ** + + * + -
PCON > CCON| More Coop + * + + - -
PCON > CCON| Less Coop + ** + * + + + *
ANC
OVA
Sim
ple E
ffect
s
Change
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms Remain Creativity Efficiency
12
   Endnotes to Table 13: 
1 The individual level analysis is based on participant responses to the questions in the Part A and Part B surveys.  These questions capture aspects of the team experience, cooperative social norms, and desire to remain in the group. 2 The group level analysis is based on the (1) Amazon Mechanical Turk's average caption ratings for each group's Part A and Part B captions and (2) time needed to complete each caption.  3 The out of scope data was collected for another paper.  It was never intended to be used in this paper. 4 Because a group with two members may be subject to different social processes than a group with three members (or more) (Yoon et al. 2013), I excluded the pair of groups where one group had only two members from my analysis. 5 Some participants left one or two random questions blank on the pre-experiment survey or one of the post-experiment surveys.  Thus, they (their groups) were excluded from the individual (group) level analysis. 
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TABLE 13 (CONT.)  
 
6 The Time 1 individual level analysis mentioned in this paper needs no controls; however, the untabulated replication of Autrey et al. (2015b) needed demographic information and connector scores to create control variables.  Meanwhile, the Time 1 group level analysis needed the % Female and % NonNative in each group, so these controls for the group including the person with missing demographic information were computed based on the other team members' demographic information. 7 One of the individuals with missing dependent variable(s) at both Time 1 and Time 2 switched teams. 8 Because Time 1 (2) Minutes is used to compute Time 1 (2) Efficiency, the groups missing Time 1 (2) Minutes were also missing Time 1 (2) Efficiency.  For the Time 1 group level analysis, 7 groups were missing Time 1 Minutes, and 6 of these 7 were also missing Time 2 Minutes.   9 The total population included 172 individuals who switched teams, but 4 were out of scope data and 1 had missing data.  Of the 4 out of scope data, 2 relate to the pair with 2-person group and 2 relate to groups where a Connector replaced a Connector. 10 For the Total Population, this item was computed using the 595 observations that were not missing demographic data. 11 For the groups where individuals did not provide this demographic information, the percentage was computed based only on the members who did provide this demographic information. 12 The Time 2 Analysis for Efficiency using the Time 2 Analysis (FULLER) sample produced a model with a bad fit [i.e., F(9,154)=1.39, p = 0.20].  To gain further comfort over the model’s results, I reran the analysis after dropping the 24 observations for the groups where a Connector replaced the non-Connector in the group and removing the Current Connector Influence main effect and interaction from the model.  The new model had a better fit [i.e., F(7,130)=1.80,  p = 0.09], but the same results as the old model.   Notes to Table 13: 
1. Panel A contains sample selection information related to the manipulation check and main analysis.  Panel B (C) describes the participants (participating groups) in the individual (group) level samples. 2. For the individual level and group level samples related to Time 1 (2), Panel D (E) shows how many observations were in each condition when Less Cooperative is computed using only group members who remain in the same team for Time 1 and Time 2.   3. Panel F breaks out Δ Predisposition to Cooperate by showing which of the individual level and group level samples contain observations that became more cooperative, less cooperative, or experienced no change in predisposition to cooperate between Time 1 and Time 2.     
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TABLE 13 (CONT.)   4. In each individual level dataset related to Time 1, the number of observations in each condition refers to how many individuals were members of less cooperative teams vs. more cooperative teams with current exposure to a connector vs. no current exposure to a connector.   5. Meanwhile, in each group level dataset related to Time 1, the number of observations in each condition refers to how many teams were less cooperative vs. more cooperative with current exposure to a connector vs. no current exposure to a connector.   6. However, in each individual level dataset related to Time 2, the number of observations in each condition refers to how many individuals were members of less cooperative teams vs. more cooperative teams with prior exposure to a connector vs. no prior exposure to a connector and current exposure to a connector vs. no current exposure to a connector.   7. Furthermore, in each group level dataset related to Time 2, the number of observations in each condition refers to how many teams were less cooperative vs. more cooperative with prior exposure to a connector vs. no prior exposure to a connector and current exposure to a connector vs. no current exposure to a connector.   8. I performed an untabulated Time 1, Changes, and Time 2 analysis using the FULLER datasets for Time 1 and Time 2.   9. For the group-level (individual-level) Time 1 analysis, I used the same controls as those reported in Table 7C (Tables 7A and 7B).  However, for the Changes analysis, I used not only the controls reported in Tables 8A and 8B, but I also controlled for the Permanent Connector Influence main effect.   10. The Permanent Connector Influence dummy variable was set to 1 for groups where a connector stayed on the same team for both Time 1 and Time 2; otherwise, the dummy variable was set to 0.   11. For the group-level (individual-level) Time 2 analysis, I used the same controls as those reported in Table 9B (9A), and I controlled for the Permanent Connector Influence main effect.   12. Panel G (H) [I] visually summarize the results of the untabulated analysis of Time 1 (Changes in) [Time 2] organizational benefits.   13. The ANOVA or ANCOVA portion of each panel shows the main effects and interactions.   14. The Simple Effects portion of each panel shows the simple effects.   15. Each + (–) represents a positive (negative) coefficient.   16. Green (red) coefficients are at least marginally significant (not statistically significant) with  p < 0.10 (p > 0.10).   17. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are one-tailed 18. Cells lacking a + or – indicate that the variable was not included in the ANOVA or ANCOVA.    
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TABLE 13 (CONT.)   19. Please note that untabulated ANCOVA’s for the Time 1 team experience, psychological safety, and remain analysis indicate lack of a statistically significant Less Cooperative main effect and Current Connector Influence x Less Cooperative interaction effect, so I reported the simpler models which fit the data better in Panel A.  As a result of using these simpler models, I did not have any simple effects to report, so those cells were blacked out in Panel A.   20. For the purpose of saving space, the variables were abbreviated.  Below is the key for the abbreviations.  Abbreviation Full Name PCON Prior Connector Influence CCON Current Connector Influence Less Coop Less Cooperative More Coop More Cooperative  21. See Table 3 for variable definitions.
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TABLE 14: Summary of Results for Robustness Tests   Panel A: Test of H1 
 
Robustness
Main Analysis (Tables 8A and 8B)Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay + * - - + + *To Address Construct Validity Concerns About Less Cooperative (How Less Cooperative is Computed)Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1 + * - - + + *Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 2 + - - + +To Address Sample Selection Concerns that Results May Differ from a More Focused SampleTime 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay + * - - + + *Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1 + * - - + + *Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 2 + - - + +To Address Sample Selection Concerns that Results May Differ from a More Full Sample (including Groups Where A Connector Stayed On the Team)Time 2 Analysis (FULLER) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay + * - - + + *To Address Construct Validity Concerns About Less Cooperative (Δ Predisposition to Cooperate)Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and when Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 +
* - - + * +
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1 and when Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 +
* - - + ** +
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and when Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 +
* - - + * +
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1 and when Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 +
* - - + ** +
To Address Concerns Over Data Collection-Related NoiseTime 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Proctor, Start Time, Day effects + - - +
* +
To Address Construct Validity Concerns About Less Cooperative (Discrete vs. Continuous Measure)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and Less Cooperative = Continous Version of Less Cooperative
+
**
- - - -
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and Less Cooperative = Mean Centered Continous Version of Less Cooperative
+
**
- - + +
*
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms
Remain Creativity
H1: Prior Connector Influence Main Effect > 0
Efficiency
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TABLE 14 (CONT.)   Panel A (CONT.)  
 
Robustness
To Address Construct Validity Concerns About Prior Connector InfluenceTime 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Composite Connector Score +
* - - + + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Positive Affect +
* - - + + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Lack of Negative Affect +
* - - + + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Agreeableness +
* - - + + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Openness to Experience +
* - - + + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Emotional Stability +
* - - + + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for the reverse-coding of Average Lack of Individual Identity (i.e., Average Individual Identity)
+
*
- - + +
*
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Political Skill +
* - - + + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Self-Monitoring +
* - - + + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Connectivity +
* - - + + *
H1: Prior Connector Influence Main Effect > 0
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms
Remain Creativity Efficiency
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TABLE 14 (CONT.)   Panel B: Test of H2 
 
Robustness
Main Analysis (Tables 8A and 8B)Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay + ** + *** + * + * + *To Address Construct Validity Concerns About Less Cooperative (How Less Cooperative is Computed)Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1 + ** + *** + * + * + *Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 2 + * + ** + + + *To Address Sample Selection Concerns that Results May Differ from a More Focused SampleTime 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay + ** + *** + * + + *Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1 + ** + *** + * + * + *Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 2 + * + ** + + + *To Address Sample Selection Concerns that Results May Differ from a More Full Sample (including Groups Where A Connector Stayed On the Team)Time 2 Analysis (FULLER) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay + ** + *** + * + * + *To Address Construct Validity Concerns About Less Cooperative (Δ Predisposition to Cooperate)Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and when Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 +
* + *** + + + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1 and when Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 +
* + *** + + + *
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and when Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 +
* + *** + + + *
Time 2 Analysis (LEAVE) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on 100% of Group Members at Time 1 and when Δ Predisposition to Cooperate = 0 +
* + *** + + + *
To Address Concerns Over Data Collection-Related NoiseTime 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Proctor, Start Time, Day effects +
** + *** + + + **
To Address Construct Validity Concerns About Less Cooperative (Discrete vs. Continuous Measure)
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and Less Cooperative = Continous Version of Less Cooperative
+
***
+
**
+ + +
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and Less Cooperative = Mean Centered Continous Version of Less Cooperative
+
***
+
**
+ + +
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms Remain Creativity
H2: Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence > 0
Efficiency
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TABLE 14 (CONT.)   Panel B (CONT.) 
 
Robustness
To Address Construct Validity Concerns About Prior Connector InfluenceTime 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Composite Connector Score +
** + *** + * + * + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Positive Affect +
** + *** + * + * + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Lack of Negative Affect +
** + *** + * + * + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Agreeableness +
** + *** + * + * + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Openness to Experience +
** + *** + * + * + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Emotional Stability +
** + *** + * + * + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for the reverse-coding of Average Lack of Individual Identity (i.e., Average Individual Identity)
+
*
+
***
+
*
+ +
**
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Political Skill +
** + *** + * + * + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Self-Monitoring +
** + *** + + * + *
Time 2 Analysis (TOTAL) Sample when When Less Cooperative is based on Only Group Members Who Stay and control for Average Connectivity +
** + *** + * + * + *
H2: Less Cooperative, given Prior Connector Influence > 0
Team Experience
Cooperative Social Norms
Remain Creativity Efficiency
  Notes to Table 14: 
1. Panel A (B) visually summarizes the results of the test of hypothesis 1 (2) in the main analysis and untabulated robustness checks.   2. Each + (–) represents a positive (negative) coefficient.   3. Green (red) coefficients are at least marginally significant (not statistically significant) with  p < 0.10 (p > 0.10).   4. The ***, **, * indicate p<.01, p<.05, and p<.10 respectively.  P-values are one-tailed. 5. See Table 3 for variable definitions. 
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APPENDIX A 
GROUP ACTIVITY TIME 1 INSTRUCTIONS 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: PART A 
 
1. Preliminaries.  2 minutes 
a. Sign in and sign the Informed Consent forms.  
b. Introduce yourselves.   
c. You have been provided a Cartoon, index cards, pencils & eraser, notepad, 
and white board markers & eraser. If you are missing any items, please notify 
the person administering the experiment (“administrator”). 
 
2. Task 1: Caption Cartoons.  8 minutes 
a. As a group, create a caption for the first cartoon. 
b. Write the caption on an index card. 
c. Indicate to the administrator that you are ready for the next cartoon. 
d. He or she will collect your index card and give you the next cartoon. 
e. Repeat steps a. through d. for the second and third cartoons. 
 
3. Complete the Post-Task questionnaire.  4 minutes 
After the administrator collects your last caption, he or she will give you the post-
task questionnaire to complete.  When you are done with the questionnaire, hand it 
to the administrator and await further instruction. 
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APPENDIX B 
GROUP ACTIVITY TIME 2 INSTRUCTIONS 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: PART B 
  
1. Preliminaries.  2 minutes 
a. Sign in. 
b. Introduce yourselves.   
c. You have been provided a Cartoon, index cards, pencils & eraser, notepad, 
and white board markers & eraser. If you are missing any items, please notify 
the person administering the experiment (“administrator”). 
 
2. Task 2: Caption Cartoons.  8 minutes 
a. As a group, create a caption for the fourth cartoon. 
b. Write the caption on an index card. 
c. Indicate to the administrator that you are ready for the next cartoon. 
d. He or she will collect your index card and give you the next cartoon. 
e. Repeat steps a. through d. for the fifth and sixth cartoons. 
 
3. Complete the Post-Task questionnaire.  4 minutes 
After the administrator collects your last caption, he or she will give you the post-
task questionnaire to complete. 
 
You are free to leave once you have given your completed questionnaire to the 
administrator.  If needed, please erase the white board for the next group. 
 
 Thank you for participating in this research! 
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APPENDIX C 
CONNECTOR SCALE ITEMS 
 
  Autrey et al. (2015a) selected relevant items from other scales and adapted them as 
needed to develop the 31-item Connector Scale.  For each of the 31 items, the sections below 
describe the original source, the instructions given to participants regarding the item, and the 
scoring of participant responses. 
 
Positive Affect and Negative Affect 
Five items were selected from the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (“PANAS”) 
created by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988).  In the Appendix on page 1070, Watson et al. 
(1988) provide the complete PANAS with descriptors listed in two columns.  For ease of 
identifying the items selected, I will refer to the column on the left as column A and the column 
on the right as column B.  I will also refer to the rows in each column as row 1 – 10 with 1 
representing the top row and 10 representing the bottom row.  To capture positive affect, Autrey 
et al. (2015a) selected the descriptors in the following locations (1) row 1 of column A, (2) row 9 
of column A, and (3) row 6 of column B.  To capture negative affect, Autrey et al. (2015a) 
selected the descriptors in the following locations (1) row 4 of column A and (2) row 7 of 
column A.  A sample descriptor was “interested.”  For each of the selected descriptors, the 
instructions ask participants to “Please indicate to what extent you generally feel this way, that 
is, how you feel on the average.”  Participant responses are captured by a 5-point Likert scale.  
For the positive (negative) affect descriptors, participant responses are scored from “Very 
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slightly or not at all” = 1 (5) to “Extremely” = 5 (1).  Under this scoring system, the negative 
affect responses are reverse coded such that they really capture lack of negative affect. 
 
Big Five Personality 
 The Ten-Item Personality Inventory (“TIPI”) created by Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann 
(2003) uses two items (one of which is reverse-coded) to capture each of the big five personality 
traits (i.e., agreeableness, extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to experience, and emotional 
stability).  Autrey et al. (2015a) selected all ten of the TIPI items.  In Appendix A on page 525, 
Gostling et al. (2003) provide the complete TIPI.  A sample item is “sympathetic, warm.”  For 
each item, the instructions ask participants to “Please indicate how much you agree with the 
following statement about yourself. I see myself as…”  Participant responses are captured by a 7-
point Likert scale.  For each big five personality trait, participant responses to the regularly 
(reverse) coded item is scored from “Strongly Disagree” = 1 (7) to “Strongly Agree” = 7 (1). 
 
Relational Identity 
 Five items were selected from the Relational, Individual, and Collective self-aspects 
(RIC) Scale created by Kashima and Hardie (2000).  In Appendix A on page 47, Kashima and 
Hardie (2000) provide the complete RIC Scale.  In the RIC Scale, each item has one stem and 
three leaves.  Rather than combining the stem with each of its leaves to create three separate 
questions (each designed to capture a different self-aspect), Autrey et al. (2015a) made each item 
a multiple choice question so participants were forced to choose which self-aspect better 
described them.  The multiple choice format was designed so that every ‘a’ response indicated an 
Individual identity, every ‘b’ response indicated a Relational identity, and every ‘c’ response 
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indicated a Collective identity.  Items 1, 6, 7, 9, and 10 were selected by Autrey et a. (2015a).  A 
sample item is “I am most concerned about: (a) My relationship with myself, (b) My relationship 
with a specific person, or (c) My relationship with my group.”  The instructions say, “For each of 
the statements below, please select the response that best completes the statement.”  Participant 
responses are scored such that counting the number of ‘a’ responses creates the Individual 
identity measure, counting the number of ‘b’ responses creates the Relational identity measure, 
and counting the number of ‘c’ responses creates the Collective identity measure.  The lack of 
individual identity measure is the sum of the Relational identity measure and Collective Identity 
measure. 
 
Interpersonal Orientation 
One item was selected from the Interpersonal Orientation Scale created by Swap and 
Rubin (1983).  In Table 1 on page 211, Swap and Rubin (1983) provide the complete 
Interpersonal Orientation Scale.  To capture interpersonal orientation, Autrey et al. (2015a) 
selected item 20: “The more other people reveal about themselves, the more inclined I feel to 
reveal things about myself.”  The instructions ask participants to “Please indicate how much you 
agree with the following statement about yourself.”  Participant responses are captured by a 7-
point Likert scale, and scored from “Strongly Disagree” = 1 to “Strongly Agree” = 7. 
 
Political Skill 
Political Skill is composed of networking ability, interpersonal influence, social 
astuteness, and apparent sincerity.  Four items were selected from the Political Skill Inventory 
created by Ferris, Treadway, Kolodinsky, Hochwarter, Kacmar, Douglas, and Frink (2005).  In 
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the Appendix on pages 149-150, Ferris et al. (2005) provide the 40-Item Political Skill Item Pool 
used to create their 18-Item Political Skill Inventory.  To capture networking ability, Autrey et al. 
(2015a) selected item 3.  To capture interpersonal influence, Autrey et al. (2015a) selected item 
5.  To capture social astuteness, Autrey et al. (2015a) selected item 38.  To capture apparent 
sincerity, Autrey et al. (2015a) selected item 30.  When the Connector Scale is administered to 
students, Autrey et al. (2015a) replace the word “work” in item 3 with the word “school” to 
make the item more relevant to participants.  A sample item is: “I am able to make most people 
feel comfortable and at ease around me.”  The instructions ask participants to “Please indicate 
how much you agree with the following statement about yourself.”  Participant responses are 
captured by a 7-point Likert scale, and scored from “Strongly Disagree” = 1 to “Strongly Agree” 
= 7. 
 
Self-Monitoring 
One item was selected from the 18-Item Self-Monitoring Scale created by Snyder and 
Gangestad (1986).  In Table 2 on page 137, Snyder and Gangestad (1986) provide the complete 
18-Item Self-Monitoring Scale.  To capture self-monitoring, Autrey et al. (2015a) selected item 
6: “I would probably make a good actor.”  The instructions ask participants to “Please indicate 
how much you agree with the following statement about yourself.”  Participant responses are 
captured by a 7-point Likert scale, and scored from “Strongly Disagree” = 1 to “Strongly Agree” 
= 7. 
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The Boster Scale (Connectivity) 
The Connectivity Scale created by Boster, Kotowski, Andrews, and Serota (2011) 
consists of five items.  In Table 1 on page 191, Boster et al. (2011) provide the complete 
Connectivity, Persuasiveness, and Maven Scales.  Autrey et al. (2015a) selected all five items 
making up the Connectivity Scale.  A sample item is: “I’m often the link between friends in 
different groups.”  The instructions ask participants to “Please indicate how much you agree with 
the following statement about yourself.”  Participant responses are captured by a 7-point Likert 
scale, and scored from “Strongly Disagree” = 1 to “Strongly Agree” = 7. 
 
Note to Appendix C:  
1. Participants in my study were students taking one of two accounting classes (hereinafter referred to as “Class A” and “Class B”).  All participants from Class A and some participants from Class B saw the connector scale items intermingled rather than organized by construct.  However, most Class B participants saw the connector scale items organized by construct.  
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APPENDIX D 
CAPTION EVALUATION TEMPLATE 
 
 Notes to Appendix D: 
1. The same caption evaluation template was used to rate all captions related to a particular image.   2. Both image boxes contained the same image.   3. The subject caption text box underneath the image box contained the caption created for that image by one of the groups. 4. The exemplar caption text box underneath the image box contained the caption against which the subject caption was being rated.  All subject captions for a particular image were rated against the same exemplar caption for that image.  
 
 
 
Image 
 
 
 
Image 
 
Subject Caption Text  Exemplar Caption Text 
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APPENDIX E 
IDENTIFICATION WITH OLD (NEW) TEAM MEMBER 
 
Instructions:  Select the pictures below that best describe how your personal attributes, qualities, and values align or overlap with the attributes, qualities, and values of the old team member who left your group and the new team member who joined your group. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Note: This question was adapted from the Inclusion of Others in the Self Scale (Aron et al. 1992); instead of the traditional two circles representing self and other (e.g., Bauer 2015, Autrey et al. 2015b), I use three circles representing self, old team member, and new team member.   
 
Self 
New Team Member  
Old Team Member  
 Self New Team Member  
Old Team Member  
 
Self 
New Team Member  
Old Team Member  
 Self New Team Member   
Old Team Member   
 Self New Team Member  
Old Team Member  
 Self New Team Member  
Old Team Member  
 Self New Team Member  
Old Team Member  
 Self New Team Member  
Old Team Member  
 Self New Team Member  
Old Team Member  
